OENEPAJIBHOE TOCYJAPCTBEHHOE BIOJ’KETHOE YYPEXIAEHUE HAYKHA

MHCTUTYT UCTOPUU ECTECTBO3HAHUA U TEXHUKHU
M. C.1. BABUJIOBA

POCCHUIMCKOMN AKALJEMUU HAYK
CAHKT-TIETEPBYPTCKHU OUTUAT

NCTOPUKO-BUOJOI'NMYECKHAE
NCCIEIOBAHUA

ECTECTBEHHO-HAVYYHBbLIE OBLIIECTBA
B UCTOPHUU HAYKU

2021
Tom 13

Ne 2

Cankr-IletepOypr



I'nasubiii pegakrop: C.B. [llarumos
3amecTuren riaBuoro penakropa: A. 4. Epmonaes, P.A. @anoo
OTBercTBeHHBII cekpeTapb: A.A. Pédoposa

Penakuuonnas KoJuierns:

JI. Akept (Qunadeavgpus, CIIA), 1. Baitnep (Tyccon, CIIIA), A.B. T'enbr™an (Cankm-Ilemepoype,
Poccus), O.10. Enuna (Mockea, Poccus), C.I'. Unre-Beuromos (Cankm-Ilemepbype, Poccus),
B. ne Vonr-Jlam6ept (Huto-Hopk, CIIIA), X. Nunkasa (Xupocuma, Snonus), H.H. Konotunosa
(Mockea, Poccus), M. Kyato (Puo-de-Kaneiipo, bpazuaus), I'.C. Jlesur (Kaccenw, lepmanus),
I1. Myypcenn (Taaaunn, Scmonus), 1. Mionnep-Buine (Dxcemep, Beaukobpumanus),

A.B. OneckuH (Mockea, Poccus), XK. Ilveppens (bopdo, @Ppanyus), C.B. PoxuHos (Mockea,
Poccus), C.. ®oxun (ITuza, Hmanus), Y. Xocchensn (Hena, Tepmanus)

MeKayHapoaHblii peJaKIMOHHBII COBET
P. bapcoonn (Vaan-bamop, Moneoaus), O.I1. benosepos (Mockea, Poccus), H.I1. ToHuapoB
(Hosocubupck, Poccus), K.-K. DionoH (Ilapuxc, @panyus), 1. Keitn (Jlondown, Beauxobpumanus),
10.A. Jlaityc (Cankm-Ilemepbype, Poccus), K.I'. MuxaiinoB (Mockea, Poccu;z),
(Mockea, Poccus), YO.B. Hatounn (Canxm-Ilemepoype, Poccus), B.. OHornpuenko (Kues,
Ykpauna), O. Puxa (Jleiinyue, I'epmanus), A.YO. Pozanos (Mockea, Poccus), B.O. CamoiiiioB

(Canxm-Ilemepoype, Poccus), V. Ctamxyuc (Amcmepdam, Hudepaanow), A. K. Certun (Canxm-
Ilemepbype, Poccus)

Boimyckaronme penakropsi Homepa: P.A. @anmno, E.®. CuHenpHIKOBa
Penakuusa: C.B. PeryHckas, M.M. Knasnuesa, E.Jl. [TeTpeHko

Anpec peaakumu:

199034, Cankr-IletepOypr, YHUBepcuTeTcKas Hab., a. 5, iutepa b. CI16dd UMET PAH,
penakius xXypHaia «/cTopuKo-01oT0rnuecKe NCCIeI0OBaHMI»

Tenedon pemakumu: (812) 328-47-12. daxkc: (812) 328-46-67

E-mail penaximu: histbiol@mail.ru Caiir xxypHaia: http://shb.nw.ru

KypnHan ocHoBaH B 2009 r. BbixoauT yeThipe pasa B rof.

Yupenutens: PenepanbHoe TOCyTapcTBEHHOE OIOMKETHOE yUpekaeHne Hayku HCTUTYT nctopum
ectectBo3HaHUs U TexHuku uM. C. Y. BaBunosa Poccuiickoii akagemuu HayK.

ISSN 2076-8176 (Print)

ISSN 2500-1221 (Online)

Koppekrop: T.K. /lobpusn

OpuruHan-makert: E. FO. Ky3vmernok

TTonmnucano B revath 25.06.2021

@opwmar: 70 x 100 Y/

Vcn.-mey. mcros: 13,16

Tupax: 300 sk3.

3aka3 No7242-2

OrreyaTano B Tutiorpaduu nsnarenaberBa «Ckudust-IIpuHT»
Ten. (812) 982-83-94

© Penakius XXypHaia
«McTopuko-6ronornyeckue uccienoBanus», 2021

© ®@enepanbHOE TOCYIAPCTBEHHOE OIOMKETHOE YUPEKIeHNE HAYKHI
WHctutyT ncropuu ecrectBozHanust u texauku uM. C.W. BaBuiosa
Poccuiickoii akanemun Hayk, 2021

© ABTOpBI cTaTe



S.I. VAVILOV INSTITUTE FOR THE HISTORY OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY
OF THE RUSSIAN ACADEMY OF SCIENCES
ST. PETERSBURG BRANCH

STUDIES IN THE HISTORY
OF BIOLOGY

NATURAL SCIENTIFIC SOCIETIES
IN THE HISTORY OF SCIENCE

2021
Volume 13

No. 2

St. Petersburg



Editor-in-Chief: Sergey V. Shalimov (St. Petersburg, Russia)

Associate Editors:
Andrey I. Ermolaev (St. Petersburg, Russia), Roman A. Fando (Moscow, Russia)

Publishing Secretary:
Anna A. Fedorova (St. Petersburg, Russia)

Editorial Board:

Lloyd Ackert (Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, USA), Marcos Cueto (Rio de Janeiro, Brazil),
Olga Yu. Elina (Moscow, Russia), Sergei 1. Fokin (Piza, Italy), Dmitry V. Geltman (St. Petersburg,
Russia), Uwe HolBfeld (Jena, Germany), Hiroshi Ichikawa (Hiroshima, Japan),

Sergei G. Inge-Vechtomov (St. Petersburg, Russia), William de Jong-Lambert (Columbia, USA),
Natalia N. Kolotilova (Moscow, Russia), Georgy S. Levit (Kassel, Germany),

Staffan Miiller-Wille (Exeter, Great Britain), Peeter Miilirsepp (Tallinn, Estonia),
Alexander V. Oleskin (Moscow, Russia), Jerome Pierrel (Bordeaux, France), Sergey V. Rozhnov
(Moscow, Russia), Douglas Weiner (Tucson, Arizona, USA)

Editorial Council
Rinchen Barsbold (Ulan-Bator, Mongolia), Oleg P. Belozerov (Moscow, Russia), Joe Cain (London,
UK), Jean-Claude Dupont (Paris, France), Nikolay P. Goncharov (Novosibirsk, Russia),

Julia A. Lajus (St. Petersburg, Russia), Kirill G. Mikhailov (Moscow, Russia),|Elena B. Muzrukoval
(Moscow, Russia), Yuri V. Natochin (St. Petersburg, Russia), Valentin 1. Onoprienko (Kiev, Ukraine),
Ortrun Riha (Sudhoff, Germany), Aleksey Yu. Rozanov (Moscow, Russia), Vladimir O. Samoilov
(St. Petersburg, Russia), 1da Stamhuis (Amsterdam, Netherlands), Andrey K. Sytin
(St. Petersburg, Russia)

Guest editor: Roman A. Fando, Elena F. Sinelnikova
Editorial Office: Svetlana W. Retunskaya, Maria M. Klavdieva, Ekaterina D. Petrenko

Address: Institute of the History of Science and Technology, Universitetskaya naberezhnaya 5,
St. Petersburg, 199034 Russia

Phone: (+7-812) 328-47-12; Fax: (+7-812) 328-46-67

E-mail: histbiol@mail.ru

Website: http://shb.nw.ru

The Journal was founded in 2009. Four issues per year are published.

Founders: S.1. Vavilov Institute for the History of Science and Technology, Russian Academy
of Sciences

ISSN 2076-8176 (Print)

ISSN 2500-1221 (Online)

2021 by Editorial Office of the Journal “Studies in the History of Biology”
2021 by S.1. Vavilov Institute for the History of Science and Technology
of the Russian Academy of Sciences

© 2021 by Authors of Articles

© O



COAEPXAHUE

Contents

Natural Scientific Societies in the History of Science (Elena F. Sinelnikova,
Roman A. Fando) . . ... ... ... . . . . e 7

Hccnenosanus / Research

FEkaterina V. Minina, Maria M. Klavdieva. The Imperial Society of Friends of Natural
Science, Anthropology and Ethnography (‘IOLEAE’) and the creation of a general
educational MusSeUM in MOSCOW . . . . .ot it ittt et e ettt 11
Mununa E.B., Knaeduesa M. M. ImiiepaTopckoe 00IIIeCTBO JIIOOUTEICH €CTeCTBO3ZHAHMS,
a"tponosioruu u sTHOTpaduu (MOJIEAD) u co3nanue o6111e06pa30BaTeIbHOTO My3es

B Mockse

FElena F. Sinelnikova. Soviet Power and Natural Scientific Societies in the 1920s:

Forms and Phases of the Interaction. ............ ... .. .. ... ... .. .. 34
Cunenvnurosa E.@. CoBeTcKast BIaCTh U €CTECTBEHHO-HayJYHbIe o01IecTBa B 1920-¢ rr.:

(opmbI 1 cTanuu B3auMoaeiicTBIS

Roman A. Fando. The Russian Eugenics Society: history and scope of activities . ... ... 52
Dando P.A. Pycckoe eBreHnuecKoe 00IIeCcTBO: MCTOPUSI 1 OCHOBHBIC HAIIPaBICHUS
JEATCIIBHOCTU

James A. Pritchard. The American Society of Mammalogists, The Ecological Society

of America, and the Politics of Preservation. .. ......... ... .. ... ... .. ... 82
Inceiime A. Tlpuuapd. AMeprKaHCKOe 00IIECTBO TEPPUOJIOTOB, 3KOJIOIMIECKOE OOIIECTBO
AMCpI/IKI/I U IIOJINTUKA COXpaHCHUA

Kpatkue coodomenus / Short messages

Laurent Loison. The Society of Biology in French 19th century science.

Thinking of biology and theory from a positivist perspective. ... .................. 102
Jlopan Jlyazon. buonorndeckoe o6111ecTBo Bo (hpaHily3ckoit Hayke XIX B.

PasmbliieHre 0 6M0JI0TUM ¥ TEOPUU C TO3UTUBUCTCKOIM TOUKM 3PEHUS

Tpywun M.B. Boripockl MUKPOOMOJIOTMH Ha cTpaHuIlaX «/IHeBHUKa KazaHckoro
OOIIECTBA BPAUCKID . . o v oottt et et et e e e et et e e e e e e e 114
Maxim V. Trushin. Issues of microbiology on the pages of the “Diary of the Kazan Society

of physicians”



ITamarnbie 1aTel / Anniversaries

Koznoe C.A. «3anor ycrniexa JIeXKUT B 0011Ieil Ipy>KHOI padboTe»:

MocKoBcKoe 00111eCTBO ceibckoro xo3siiicta (1820—1930rr.) ... oL .. 128
Sergey A. Kozlov. “The key to success lies in a concerted joint effort”

Moscow Society of Agriculture (1820—1930)

Jérome Pierrel. The Fifth International Congress of Biochemistry, Moscow, 1961 . ... 143
Kepom ITveppens. TIThIid MeXTyHAPOIHBIA KOHIpecc 1o Gnoxumun, Mocksa, 1961 r.

Xponuka Hayunoii xku3uu / Chronicle of Academic Events

®Dédoposa A.A. ictopuko-omonornueckast cexiust XLI romnaHoit KoHbepeHInmn
«YuéHblil ¥ am1oxa» (CaHKT-TIeTepOYPT) . . oo i e e 158
Anna A. Fedorova. History of biology section of the XLI Annual Conference

“The Scientist and the Epoch” (St. Petersburg)

YuTaiiTe B ONMKANIINX HOMEPAX KYPHAIA .« o v oot et et et et eee e e e eeanas 162
Announcements



DOI 10.24412/2076-8176-2021-2-7-10

Natural Scientific Societies in the History of Science

Scientific societies, so called “invisible colleges”, have been an essential element in
the scientific community since the beginning of organized science. Those organizations
existed in the modern period were voluntary associations of scientists and amateurs, getting
inspiration from the exchange of ideas. Both in the nature of their interests and in the form
of organization, scientific societies reflected the level of development of science of that time
and its structure. At the end of the 17th century, the activities of scientific societies expanded,
as they began to publish their works and scientific journals. The tasks that societies set for
themselves were extremely broad. They covered the most diverse issues of natural science,
mechanics, mathematics, physiology, etc. Scientific societies were established in most
of the European capitals’ cities and sometimes even in small province towns in the 18th
century. The process of knowledge differentiation, which began in the late 18th and early
19th centuries, led to the flourishing of natural science and the creation of corresponding
specialized scientific societies, and, in general, to the growth of the number of scientific
societies. The system of organizing science during that period included universities,
academies, laboratories, etc. Scientific societies in that system played the role of a place for
communication and cooperation among scientists of one or several discipline who worked
in various scientific institutions. The societies and their publications gave to science the
enormous practical benefits. The scientific revolution, which began at the turn of the 19th
and 20th centuries, caused significant changes in the structure of knowledge and created the
preconditions for the emergence of the new organizational forms of research work such as
research institutes. However, scientific societies continued to function, but gradually lost
their importance in the scientists’ community and practice of science. Nevertheless, for
the progress of science, its development in various forms is necessary. Scientific societies
still exist that confirms the extreme stability and adaptability of that form of organization of
science.

It is interesting that a serious imprint on the peculiarities of the existence and activities
of scientific societies was imposed by the features of the national organization of science,
since often scientific societies were and are precisely national associations. As a rule, most
of the first scientific societies in different countries were precisely natural scientific societies.

One of the most famous scientific society of all time is Royal Society (Royal Society
of London for Improving Natural Knowledge), founded in 1660. From the first day of
its existence, the new private organization strove to focus its attention exclusively on the
problems of natural science. The management of the society was carried out by a council of
21 scientists, which met three times a month. Council members, treasurer and secretaries

© Elena F. Sinelnikova, Roman A. Fando, 2021



8 NCTOPWKO-BNONOTMYECKWNE NCCNEQOBAHNA. 2021. Tom 13. Ne 2

were elected by general vote. The composition of the council was re-elected a year later.
The basis for the organization of society was the principle of electivity, which was strictly
observed. In the 19th century, they were supplemented by the principle of accountability of
the governing body and the publicity of its activities. At the beginning of the 20th century,
the principle of equal representation in the council of all-natural sciences was clearly fixed.
The principles of its organization formed the basis of all subsequent scientific societies.
In the opinion of the founders of the society, its independence was best ensured by the
patronage of the royal power. Since 1662, the society began to be called the Royal, although
legally it had the status of a private independent organization.

The earliest form of self-organization of science in France was scientific societies,
which in the first half of the 17th century united all famous scientists of that time. National
academies — the French Academy, the Academy of Fine Arts, and the Royal Academy of
Sciences — grew out of scientific societies later. The development of experimental sciences
required large material expenditures, unbearable for the scientists themselves; therefore,
they established payments for academicians, a special monetary fund for conducting
physical experiments. However, the structure of the academies, which had been taking
shape for a long time, retained some of the scientific societies features. Supported by
government stipends, the Academy of Sciences was the center of scientific work for most
of the eighteenth century and still one of the most famous scientific institutions in France,
bringing together representatives of mathematical and physical, chemical, biological,
geological and medical sciences.

In the German states and, later, in the German and Austro-Hungarian empires,
scientific societies could not exist independently of the state, since the creation of each of
them required the permission of the authorities. In the 18th century, German academies
of sciences were created, the first of which arose in Berlin in the form of the Brandenburg
Scientific Society, later renamed the Prussian Academy of Sciences. However, the leading
role continued to be played by the universities. In the second half of the 19th century,
research institutes began to appear. At the beginning of the 20th century, the Kaiser Wilhelm
Society (1911) was created, since 1948 it has been the Max Planck Society, which today
remains the leading private scientific organization in Europe. The Munich-based society
includes more than 80 institutes and research centers.

The organization of its own scientific institutions in Japan began only in the last
quarter of the 19th century, and the methods and forms of conducting research work were
transferred to those that had previously developed in different European countries, mainly
in the Netherlands, Denmark, England, Germany and France. In the middle of the last
century, there were 1,061 scientific societies in Japan, of which 81 were engaged in natural
sciences. The sizes of these scientific societies vary: from a few hundred members to several
thousand.

In the USA, the first scientific and scientific-educational organizations began to emerge
only in the 17th and early 18th centuries, and they were created according to the model
and likeness of European institutions. The first scientific society in America was the Boston
Philosophical Society, founded in 1683, but existed for a very short period. In 1743, on the
initiative of B. Franklin, the American Philosophical Society was created in Philadelphia.
Almost all branches of the science of that time, especially astronomy, medicine and
astronomy, were included in the field of research of that society. The American Association
for the Advancement of Science, founded in 1848, was a forum for scientists of discipline,
and now it is the largest general scientific organization in the world.
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In Russia, the first scientific society was created during the course of the enlightened
absolutism of Empress Catherine II. It was the Russian Economic Society, founded in
1765. The first natural science societies began to be created from the beginning of the 19th
century, most often at universities. They made a significant contribution to the development
of natural science in Russia. Societies played an important role in the scientific community
until the end of the 1920s. The rapid process of decline, both numerically and functionally,
began at the turn of the 1920s—1930s, as there was a massive reorganization of all science at
that time. All surviving scientific societies lost their autonomy. During their history scientific
societies in Russia mostly concentrated in St. Petersburg and Moscow.

The history of natural scientific societies provides a valuable perspective to analysis of
the importance of scientific societies in the system of science organizations and their place
in the history of science, as for the long time period they were the primary communication
networks for scientists and their work.

This issue consists of totally eight papers. Almost all of them give a validation of natural
scientific societies merit, discussed features of their development in the history of science.
The history of the Imperial Society of Friends of Natural Science, Anthropology and
Ethnography (‘IOLEAE’) is well known. However, the paper by Ekaterina V. Minina and
Maria M. Klavdieva shed the new light to the participation of the IOLEAE in the process
of the creation of the Museum of Applied Knowledge (Polytechnic Museum) in Moscow.
The authors analysis ideas of V.K. Della-Vos and A.P. Bogdanov (the IOLEAE members)
on the creation and development of the museum. The relations between science and power
in Russia always turned difficult, especially in turmoil periods like the 1920s. Elena F.
Sinelnikova in her article considered the natural scientific societies relations with Soviet
power in the initial period and tried to determine the place and importance of natural
scientific societies in the system of science organizations in the first postrevolutionary
years. By examining the history and main activities of the Russian Eugenic Society (1920—
1929), Roman A. Fando points out that, in contrast to the eugenics societies in other
countries, the Russian Eugenics Society was governed by strict scientific standards and
skepticism towards pseudo-scientific utopias, as the late 1920s, the society provided the
significant scientific and educational works, trying to solve the vital medical problems.
James A. Pritchard presented a paper focused on the participation of the American
Society for Mammalogy and the Ecological Society in one of the most famous episodes
of wildlife conservation history in North America — the fight against federal predator
control programs on public lands, which peaked in disputes during the late 1920s and
1930s, resurging again in the 1960s. Laurn Loison’s paper aim is to show how a specific
form of positivism was instrumental in shaping an epistemological attitude, shared by most
scientists, that opposed any form of speculative theorization within biology. As a sample
the author chose the France Society of Biology in 19th century. In his paper, Maxim V.
Trushin described the material devoted to the issues of medical and general microbiology,
which can be found in publications of different years in «Scientific Notes of the Kazan
University», reflecting the activities of the Kazan Society of physicians. The paper Sergei
A. Kozlov dedicated to the anniversary of one of the oldest scientific societies in Russia —
the Moscow Society of Agriculture (1820—1930). Jerome Pierrel’s article focuses on the
Fifth International Congress of Biochemistry, which was hold in Moscow in 1961 and
was the largest one which was held up to then (more than 5000 people have attended the
Moscow congress).



10 NCTOPWKO-BNONOTMYECKWNE NCCNEQOBAHNA. 2021. Tom 13. Ne 2

An analysis of the processes of formation and development of the system of organizing
scientific research allows us to draw a general conclusion that natural science societies have
played an important role in the history of science.

Elena Sinelnikova, Roman Fando
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The Imperial Society of Friends of Natural Science,
Anthropology and Ethnography (‘1OLEAE’)
and the creation of a general educational museum in Moscow

EKATERINA V. MININA, MaRI4 M. KLAVDIEVA

S.1. Vavilov Institute for the History of Science and Technology, Russian Academy of Sciences,
Moscow, Russia; mininapm@yandex.ru, mariamk2007@yandex.ru

This article reviews the activities of the Imperial Society of Friends of Natural Science, Anthropology
and Ethnography (‘IOLEAE’), associated with the creation of the Museum of Applied Knowledge
(Polytechnic Museum) in Moscow. It was the first complex general educational museum created to
demonstrate with the help of the systematised collections practical aspects of natural and technical
sciences and how their accomplishments were used in everyday life. A.P. Bogdanov, Professor of
Zoology at Moscow University and member of the IOLEAE, had an important role in the creation
of this museum. He developed the concept for a museum of applied natural science and was closely
involved both in the building of its collections and in its science education activities. The article also
analyses the views of V.K. Della-Vos (also the IOLEAE member) on the creation and development
of the museum. The Polytechnic Museum was distinguished for its extensive educational efforts. A.P.
Bogdanov proposed a new form of educational work with museum visitors, the Sunday Explanations
of the Museum collections, conducted in a specially equipped lecture-hall and accompanied by the
demonstration of museum items, specimens and visual aids. Bogdanov’s idea concerning the creation
of natural-science division at the Museum could not be fully implemented due to the lack of exhibiting
floor space. The Department of Applied Zoology, headed by A.P. Bogdanov and subsequently by his
followers, also the IOLEAE members, was the most successful division of the Museum in regard to the
demonstration of practical importance of natural science.

Keywords: Imperial Society of Friends of Natural Science, Anthropology and Ethnography, IOLEAE,
Museum of Applied Knowledge, Polytechnic Museum.

© Ekaterina V. Minina, Maria M. Klavdieva, 2021
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“An educational museum is a new phenomenon
which is contemporary to us. It could only have emerged
when a conviction has permeated public consciousness
that it is necessary not only to learn different things
but also to not limit the years of learning to one’s early
years only”

A.P. Bogdanov’

The history of Russia’s scientific societies has been addressed in the works of Russian
and international researchers?, among which stands out a comprehensive collective work
titled “Self-organisation of the Russian society in the last third of the 18th-early 20th
century” (Tumanova, 2011).

The history of the Imperial Society of Friends of Natural Science, Anthropology and
Ethnography per se is covered in the works devoted to the IOLEAE exhibition projects
and various aspects of scientific activities of the Society and its individual members. Many
of these works were authored by G.G. Krivosheina (IHST RAS)?3. The historiography of
the Polytechnic museum also comprises mostly the jubilee publications and a few articles®.
One can only regret that the activities of these two organisations — the IOLEAE and the
Polytechnic Museums, with all their significance for Russia — have not been the subjects
of comprehensive historico-scientific studies. This article aims to review the role of the
IOLEAE in the creation of the Museum of Applied Knowledge (Polytechnic Museum) and
to analyse the views of the OLEAE members on the organisation and thematic structure of
a museum of science and technology (applied natural science), to assess the extent to which
these ideas were implemented, and to elucidate the role of the IOLEAE members in the
Polytechnic Museum’s collecting and educational activities. The sources used in this article
included published materials concerned with the work of the IOLEAE and the Polytechnic
Museum (the minutes of the meetings, reports, etc.) and documents deposited in the Archive
of the Russian Academy of Sciences, Central State Archive of the City of Moscow, and the
Polytechnic Museum’s Collection of Written Sources (“Fond pismennykh istochnikov™).

The second half of the 19th — early 20th century was marked by the emergence of a new
type of museums — the museums of science and technology — created in different countries
in response to society’s growing need in applied knowledge in the context of the Industrial
Revolution. These included the South Kensington Museum in London, Technisches
Museum in Vienna, Deutsches Museum von Meisterwerken der Naturwissenschaft und
Technik in Munich, and many others.

The idea of setting up a national museum of technology in Moscow was first put forward
by Academician (the title of Full Member of the St Petersburg Academy of Sciences) I.Kh.
Gamel (Joseph Hamel) back in 1824. In a memorandum titled “The thoughts on the

! Arkhiv Rossiiskoi akademii nauk [Archive of the Russian Academy of Sciences] (ARAS). F. 446.
Op.1.D.32a. L. 8.

2 See: Bastrakova, 1968; Filippov, 1978; Bradley, 1979; Savchuk, 1994; Tumanova, 2000;
Krivosheina, 2016; Valkova, 2018; Baum, Bogatova, 2019; Kolchinsky, Sinelnikova, 2020; etc.

3 See: Balakhonova, 2011, 2015a, 2015b; Bodrova, 2013; Efimova, 2009; Kerimova, 2007;
Krivosheina, 2016a, 2018a, 2018b, 2018c, 2019; etc.

4 See: Presnyakov, 1972; Anisimov, 1983; Barskii, 1987; Bradley, 2005, 2008; Shornik
rasporiaditel’nykh dokumentoy..., 2008; Grigoryan, 2009; Semenova, 2011; Adamovich A., et al,
Morozova S. et al, 2012; Nudel, 2020.
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organisation of institutions under the proposed Moscow Society for Agriculture [and for]
Encouraging Manufactories and Trade,” J. Hamel proposed to organise a special Cabinet
for storing and demonstrating the samples of articles produced at the plants and factories.
At about the same time, the issue of creating a permanent depository for such articles and
conducting industrial exhibitions was raised by Prince D.V. Golitsyn, President of the
Moscow Society for Agriculture and Moscow Military Governor. The plans for organising
a scientific and educational museum of applied natural science in Moscow were discussed
at the Imperial Society of Friends of Natural Science, Anthropology and Ethnography
(‘Imperatorskoye Obshchestvo lyubitelei estestvoznaniya, antropologii i etnografii’,
‘IOLEAE’).

The IOLEAE — initially, the Society of the Friends of Natural Science — was founded
under the auspices of the Imperial Moscow University in 1863. The Society’s Presidents
were the prominent scientists G.E. Shchurovskii (1863—1884), A.Yu. Davidov (1884—
1885), A.P. Bogdanov (1886—1889), V.F. Miller (1889—1890), D.N. Anuchin (1890—
1923), and A.N. Severtsov (1923—1931). However, it was Anatolii Petrovich Bogdanov,
Professor of Zoology at Moscow University, who was the Society’s founder and chief
scientific supervisor for 30 years even though he held the official position as its President for
four ears only. Beginning with the first idea and the draft of the Society’s first Constitution,
Bogdanov had been the initiator of most of the Society’s projects, including the creation of
a general educational museum in Moscow.

According to the first Society’s Constitution, it was established for “investigating the
Governorates of the Moscow Educational Precinct’ in respect of natural history and for
spreading natural science among the masses.”® In 1867, the Society’s Constitution was
reworked and amended, and the Society itself was renamed the Imperial Society of Friends
of Natural Science, Anthropology and Ethnography (‘IOLEAE’). The Society’s goals were
expanded to pursue “natural historical, anthropological and ethnographic studies in Russia,
mainly in the governorates of the Moscow Educational Precinct, and for spreading scientific
knowledge in these three subject areas among the public”’. It has also been noted there
that “the Society’s activities consist in [conducting] meetings, organising public readings,
assembling scientific collections, organising exhibitions, excursions, expeditions™®.

The Society’s first major project was the preparation and conducting of the Ethnographic
Exhibition. According to the initial plans, discussed during the Society’s meeting on 9
December 1864, the exhibition was planned to include the anthropological and ethnographic
sections. The Exhibition Rules were agreed upon, its cost was estimated at 20,000 rubles,

5 Some authors translate ‘obrazovatelnyi okrug’ as ‘educational district’, the term used in the
USA, while ‘educational precinct’ is more common in the UK, Australia and Canada

¢ Ustav Obshchestva liubitelei estestvoznaniia, sostoiashchego pri Moskovskom universitete,
[utverzhdennyi 14 marta 1864 goda] sbornik pozdneishikh ego postanovlenii i spisok chlenov. —
Moskva, 1866 [The Constitution of the Society of Friends of Natural Science under Moscow
University [approved on 14 March 1864], a collection of its latest resolutions and the list of members].
(1866). (pp. 3), Moscow. (in Russian).

7 Ustav Imperatorskogo obshchestva liubitelei estestvoznaniia, antropologii i étnografii:
utverzhden g. Ministrom narodnogo prosveshcheniia 20 ianvaria 1868 goda [The Constitution of
the Imperial Society of Friends of Natural Science, Anthropology and Ethnography: approved by
Mr. Minister of Public Education on 20 January 1868]. (1893). (pp. 3), Moscow: Universitetskaia
tipografiia. (in Russian).

$ Ibid.
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the Exhibition Steering Committee was elected, and its expected content and theme range
was agreed on’. During the meeting held on 14 May 1865, a letter from V.A. Dashkov,
Assistant Director of the Rumyantsev Museum'? (since 1867, its Director), was presented,
in which Dashkov appealed for help with organising a specialised ethnographic department
at the Museum and assembling appropriate collections and materials for this department.
Being aware of the Society’s plans to organise an exhibition in Moscow that would include
the ethnographic section, and believing that organising such an exhibition provided the best
way for assembling collections needed for the Rumyantsev Museum, Dashkov proposed
a loan for the organisation and convening of the exhibition on the condition that, after
its closure, the ethnographic collections would be handed over to the Moscow Public
Museum. V.A. Dashkov provided the loan and was elected as Chair of the Exhibition
Steering Committee. It was also proposed to designate the ethnographic collection to be
handed over to the Rumyantsev Museum “the Dashkov Ethnographic Museum, Organised
with the Assistance of the Society of Friends of Natural Science”'!.

The Ethnographic Exhibition was held in Moscow from April 23 to June 19, 1867,
and aroused much interest. After the end of the Exhibition, about 450 traditional regional
costumes, 1,200 traditional household items, and 2,000 drawings and photographs were
handed over to the Dashkov Ethnographic Museum (Miller, 1887). As a result, the latter
became the first museum to hold a relatively comprehensive collection covering all regions of
the Russian Empire (Fig. 1.). Therefore, the experience of assembling museum collections
through the relevant exhibition proved to be successful.

Further on, IOLEAE continued to be involved in the Dashkov Museum’s activities and
contribute to its collections. The Ethnographic Museum had thus acquired the collections
from A.P. Fedchenko’s Turkestan Expedition (1871), N.K. Kertselli’s (Kerzelli) expeditions
to the Volga region (1886), N.L. Gondatti’s collections on the peoples of Siberia and the
Anadyr region, N.N. Kharuzin’s collections on the ethnography of the northern peoples of
Russia, as well as some collections from the Polytechnic and Anthropological Exhibitions that
had also been organised by the IOLEAE (Miller, 1887—1895). Later on, several provincial
ethnographic museums were created, modeled after the Dashkov Ethnographic Museum'2.

During a Society’s meeting on 5 June 1867, after A.P. Bogdanov was awarded the gold
medal and a letter of commendation for successfully conducting the Exhibition, he suggested to
the Society to devote more attention to the popularisation of natural science. G.G. Krivosheina
has described in detail how A.P. Bogdanov conceived the idea of an exhibition of applied
natural science and how it morphed into the Polytechnic Exhibition (Krivosheina, 2012).

% Protokol 6-go zasedaniia 9 dekabria 1864 goda [Minutes of the 6" meeting on 9 December
1864], Izvestiia IOLEAE [IOLEAE Bulletin], 1866, I11(1), 76—94 (in Russian).

10In 1861, the Rumyantsev Museum was moved from St. Petersburg to Moscow to be
accommodated in the Pashkov House and merged with the Moscow Public Museum. The resulting
Moscow Public and Rumyantsev Museum was created in 1862. Its collections comprised three
departments: paintings, etchings, and the collections of Russian explorers, particularly those of I.F
.Kruzenshtern (Adam Johann von Krusenstern) and Yu.F. Lisyansky (Urey Lisiansky).

1" Protokol 9-go zasedaniia 14 maia 1865 goda [Minutes of the 9" meeting on 14 May 1865],
Izvestiia IOLEAE [IOLEAE Bulletin], 1866, I11(1), 116—136 (in Russian).

12 Protokoly zasedanii Rasporiaditel’nogo Komiteta po ustroistvu Russkoi étnograficheskoi vystavki
Obshchestvom liubitelei estestvoznaniia [Meeting Minutes of the Executive Committee for the
Organisation of the Ethnographic Exhibition by the Society of Friends of Natural Science]. (1866).
(pp. 13), Moscow. (in Russian).
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Fig. 1. The exposition of the Dashkov Ethnographic Museum, early 20th century
Puc. 1. Okcno3unus [1anmkoBcKOro aTHorpauaeckoro Mmysesi, Hadauao XX Beka

During the same period, Bogdanov was developing the main approaches to the creation
of a complex general educational museum in Moscow, designed to introduce its visitors to
the applied aspects of natural science. He saw very clearly that such museum would have a
role in both the popularisation and advancement of natural science. A.P. Bogdanov wrote'*:

For a philologist, jurist, mathematician, and philosopher, his own well-organised head and books are
enough to embrace his entire science, to advance it infinitely, while a naturalist, physicist, chemist would
produce little worthwhile and fundamental with these elements [only], as has been clearly shown by the
Naturphilosophie school. They also need study objects, observations and comparisons; they need devices
and tools, laboratories and museums.

He also wrote that, at the time, it was important for Russia to not only address the
problem of obtaining specialised higher education in various disciplines (at the universities
and other higher education institutions) but also to enhance the overall level of science and
technology education and awareness. This extended-learning function could be successfully
provided by the museums:

There must be the conductors designed <...> to supplement the impact of school on those who have
been trained by it. For the humanities and historical sciences, such supplements are general educational
books and, for these sciences, such additional tools for self-learning and self-education are sufficient.
For technical and natural historical sciences, however, books and pictures are far from enough, even for
extended learning. They require something else: an opportunity to see with one’s own eyes and get familiar

13 ARAS. F. 446. Op. 1. D. 32a. L. 8.
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with the objects to be studied by technical and natural historical sciences. The institutions that serve this
purpose are publicly accessible museums, which are becoming increasingly more widespread these days'*.

A.P. Bogdanov was probably one of the first Russian scientists to formulate the concept
of general educational museum and what distinguished it from scientific and technical
collections. He wrote:

The museums devoted to applied sciences are of two distinctly different types: some collect within their
walls the latest improvements, the most advanced applications of technology, and serve a narrow circle of
specialists. Others aim to spread basic knowledge in applied sciences and select their collections with a
desire to provide an opportunity to study and assimilate the whole succession of basic underpinnings, on
which some matter or other is based. The museums of the first type may be called technical and their place
is at the specialised schools and specialised institutions. The other museums are educational <...>, and a
perfect model for these has been employed by our museum right from the start, both in its collection and in
its activities'>.

It is obvious that this approach was used during the preparations for the Polytechnic
Exhibition and creation of the Museum of Applied Knowledge in Moscow (Polytechnic
Museum) that was based on the Exhibition’s exhibits.

Bogdanov thus envisioned the structure of the would-be general educational museum's:

A. Department of Natural History:
(1) Mineralogical and geological collection [‘sobraniye’];
(2) Botanical and horticultural collection (modeled after the Kew Museum in
London);
(3) Zoological collection (breeds of domesticated animals);

B. Department of Experimental Sciences:
(4) Applied physics collection with a laboratory;
(5) Applied chemistry collection with agricultural and technical laboratories;
(6) Mechanics collection;
(7) Collection of technology;
(8) Agricultural collection;
(9) Collection of arts and crafts;
(10) Architectural and engineering collection.

C. Department of Teaching Aids.

A.P. Bogdanov also suggested to supplement such museum’s zoological collection with
aquariums that should be accommodated in the museum building.

Bogdanov’s ideas concerning the design of the museum exposition sound very modern.
Thus, he believed that the most important exhibits ought to be displayed in such a way so
as to instantly attract the visitors’ attention and that the museum collections ought to be

“ ARAS. F. 446. Op. 1. D. 32a. L. 8.
' ARAS. F. 446. Op. 1. D. 32. L. 10.
16 ARAS. F. 446. Op. 1. D. 32a. L. 16.
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systematic because “a dozen or two machines, even if exemplary but pulled out of different manufactures,
may hardly be regarded as a general educational collection™!”.

Victor Karlovich Della-Vos was another IOLEAE member who actively supported the
idea of creating a general educational museum in Moscow. It was he who defined the main
criteria for a general educational museum (Della-Voss V.K., 1874):

(1) a museum must be located in, or close to, a city’s centre;

(2) a museum entrance fee must be small on weekdays and, on Sundays and holidays,
admission must to be free for each visitor;

(3) a museum’s interior must to be attractive for poorly-educated population;

(4) viewing different parts of the museum should be accompanied by the explanations
provided by expressly appointed persons;

(5) a museum ought to have a special library available to all visitors; and

(6) a museum ought to have a comfortable lecture hall for public lectures.

Like Bogdanov, Della-Vos believed that there had to be a single general educational
museum that would educate the visitors about natural sciences as well as about technology
and machines. It was such polytechnic museums that Della-Vos referred to as “central
museums.” He also substantiated his choice of Moscow for building the first polytechnic
museum, as it was Moscow and Moscow region where Russian industry and Russian trade
were concentrated at the time.

To build up the systematised collections for the museum of applied natural science, the
IOLEAE decided to organise a Polytechnic Exhibition in Moscow.

Bogdanov thus defined the goals of the Exhibition:

First, to demonstrate, in the systematised collections, the application of natural science to industry, art,
everyday life; second, to present the degree of perfection attained by science in its various applications; third,
to present — in historical sequence, if possible — the development of industry in Russia, mostly from Peter
the Great's time; fourth, to show, in particular, the stage where now are Russian industry, manufactures,
trades and other practical endeavours that touch on natural science and are based on it; five, to present the
samples of what is necessary for the development of technical education and training as well as for teaching
natural science in general in different kinds of schools!®.

In 1867, the IOLEAE set up a Commission headed by A.P. Bogdanov to organise and
convene the Exhibition. During the Commission’s meeting on 22 August 1868, the Rules
for the design of the Exhibition, proposed by Bogdanov, were reviewed and the Steering
Committee was elected. This Committee included: G.E. Shchurovskii (President); A.S.
Vladimirskii, N.K. Zenger, and V.F. Oshanin (Secretaries); A.P. Bogdanov, D.A. Naumov,
A.A. Rikhter, I.I. Vilkins, and P.P. Muromtsev (members). N.A. Popov suggested timing
the Polytechnic Exhibition to coincide with the 200th anniversary of the birth of Peter I and
his proposal was adopted at the IOLEAE meeting on 17 November 1869.

The Exhibition’s objectives and purposes were reflected in the programmes developed
for each of its sections. All of these programmes — from the choice, systematisation and

" ARAS. F. 446. Op. 1. D. 32a. L. 16.

18 Tsentral’nyi gosudarstvennyi arkhiv Moskvy [Central State Archive of the City of Moscow].
(TsGAM). F. 227. Op. 2. D. 3. L. 100 ob.
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placing of exhibits to mandatory inclusion of applied natural science visual teaching aids in
the exposition — were fundamentally different from the approaches used when designing
industrial and manufacturing exhibitions.

According to these programmes, each section was to be represented by displaying:

a collection of the most interesting instruments and machines from different applied sciences... and by
putting them into operation so as to visually demonstrate how they are used in the industry; by a collection
of samples of raw products of our industry and by assembling systematised collections from these, arranged
in the order of their sequential technical processing (Della-Vos, 1870, p. 23).

Another aspect that distinguished the Polytechnic Exhibition from the previous
industrial shows was the attitude towards the exhibitors who totaled 100,000. They were
asked to assemble their collections in such way that, in accordance with the Exhibition’s
goals, they would demonstrate not only the products but also the relevant technologies
and be graphic and easy to understand for general audience. To this end, the authorised
representatives of the Exhibition Steering Committee were appointed across Russia and
abroad.

A special role in the exposition was given to foreign exhibitors, selected to “primarily
represent the manufactures that are not widespread in Russia.”!® Thus, the exhibitors from
Sweden mostly participated in the expositions of the agricultural, educational, architectural,
and zoological (fishing and fisheries) sections; the exhibitors from Germany, in the technical
section expositions; and the exhibitors from the UK, in the expositions of the botanical
section and the section of manufactories.

The Polytechnic Exhibition also had a long-term goal that was thus formulated by G.E.
Shchurovskii: “When organising such an exhibition, the Society was pursuing its most heartfelt idea of
creating a permanentinstitution in Moscow — the Polytechnic Museum. The Polytechnic Exhibition is, indeed,
the temporary Polytechnic Museum” (Shchurovsky, 1874, p. 11). This goal was communicated
to each of the invited exhibitors, many of whom agreed to hand over their exhibits to the
future Museum.

In this paper, we will not dwell in detail on how the Exhibition was organised and how
it operated, nor on the attitude of the Moscow and Russian public towards this event, as
this has been covered in a number of works (Medved, Yudin, 2008; Krivosheina, 2012;
Semenova, 2012). The Exhibition was launched on 30 May 1872 and remained open for
three months. Its exposition occupied practically the entire central part of Moscow (the
Manege, the Alexandre Garden, the Kremlin Embankment, and Varvarskaya Square) and
comprised 24 sections hosted in 86 pavilions. The biological sciences were presented in the
section of botany and horticulture, the section of game animals (applied zoology), and the
veterinary, medical, forest, and agricultural sections.

The IOLEAE scientists’ participation in developing section programmes and building
up the collections provided the visitors with a general systemic idea of the practical role of
biological sciences. Thus, the Chair of the Moscow Society of Friends of Horticulture A.1.
Nikitin was sent to London to select the specimens for the botanical collection. Nikitin
arranged for a collection of usable plants, formed from the duplicate specimens from the
Royal Botanic Gardens, Kew, to be handed over to the Exhibition and the future museum?.

¥ TsGAM. F. 227. Op. 2. D. 70. L. 9 ob.
2 ARAS. F. 446. Op. 1. D. 4la. L. 32.
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With the help of James Murray, excellently attributed collections of taxidermied animals,
assembled by a prominent English zoologist and the superintendent of the London Zoo
Abraham Dee Bartlett, were obtained for the section of applied zoology?'.

After the end of the Polytechnic Exhibition, all exhibits intended for the Museum were
moved to a temporarily rented building on Prechistenka Street, where the first permanent
exposition of the Museum of Applied Knowledge was opened on 30 November 1872 in the
presence of the Honorary Chairman of the Museum Organisation Committee, Great Prince
Alexei Alexandrovich. This exposition included the sections of sea and river shipbuilding,
applied physics, and applied zoology, as well the postal, technical, educational, forest,
agricultural, architectural and Turkestan sections.

According to its Constitution, the goal of the Museum of Applied Knowledge was “to
help spreading applied knowledge in various sciences, to vividly demonstrate the achievements of these
sciences, and to promote the newly invented tools, machines, instruments, and the newest methods and
means of production so that they would be applied in practical life”?2. To this end, the Museum could
create various teaching collections and make them available for public viewing; organise
free public explanations of its collections, lectures, readings, and systematic courses; and
institute scientific societies in different fields of applied knowledge under the Museum’s
auspices?.

A special Committee chaired by Prince Konstantin Nikolayevich was set up to manage
the Museum’s activities. Other members of this Committee included General N.V. Isakov
and G.E. Shchurovskii (Vice Chairs of the Committee), Moscow Mayor [.A. Lyamin, Chair
of the Stock Exchange Committee T.S. Morozov, as well as other prominent Moscow’s
business people and community leaders. The Museum Committee members also included
the IOLEAE Vice President A.Yu. Davidov and the IOLEAE members A.P. Bogdanov
and V.K. Della-Vos?**. To manage the Museum’s day-to-day activities, the Commissions
were created, comprising the scientists from the relevant fields, whose task was to produce
development programmes for the respective Museum departments and seek possible ways
for acquiring new items for their collections.

Initially, the exhibitions held in Russia and abroad were chosen as the main and currently
traditional source for acquiring new collection materials. Participating in exhibitions
allowed to more carefully select the items for the Museum, to get already formed collections
donated or to purchase such collections at acceptable prices.

Thus, after the Museum participated in the 1873 Vienna World’s Fair, significant
additions were made to its Technical Department’s collections. In 1874, the Museum
Committee’s Academic Secretary V.D. Levinskii was seconded to the Agricultural Fair in

21 Obshchee obozrenie Moskovskoi Politekhnicheskoi vystavki Imperatorskogo obshchestva liubitelei
estestvoznaniia, antropologii i étnografii pri Moskovskom universitete |An overview of the Moscow
Polytechnic Exhibition of the Imperial Society of Friends of Natural Science, Anthropology and
Ethnography]. (1872). Moscow. (in Russian).

22 Polytechnic Museum’s Collection of Written Sources. F..100. Op.1. No. 27271/1.
2 Polytechnic Museum’s Collection of Written Sources. F..100. Op.1. No. 27271/1.

2 Otkrytie Politekhnicheskogo muzeia vo vremennom pomeshchenii 30 noiabria 1872 goda [The
opening of the Polytechnic Museum at the temporary location on 30 November 1872], Materialy
kasaiushchiesia ustroistva muzeia, rechi, proiznesennye pri ego otkrytii 30 noiabria 1872 goda i otchet
Komiteta muzeia za pervyi god ego sushchestvovaniia [Materials concerning the Museum organisation,
speeches made during its opening on 30 November 1872, and the Museum Committee Report for the
first year of its existence]. (1874). (pp. 51—53), Moscow. (in Russian).
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Warsaw. After thistrip, the collections of manual and horse-driven farming implements, crop
plant diseases, fertilisers, etc., were donated to the Museum’s Agricultural Department. A
collection of polypore fungi growing on different wood species as well as a collection on dry
wood distillation were donated to the Forestry Department by the Warsaw Fair participants
(Levinsky, 1875).

In 1875, the Society decided to donate the collections amassed by it to the Museum.
The conditions on which all collections of items donated by the exhibitors at the
Polytechnic Exhibition or acquired by the Society were to be handed over to the Museum
Committee were approved during the meeting on 13 June 1875. These conditions included
the following: “Keeping forever in one of the Museum rooms the portraits of persons who
participated in the organisation of the Museum, namely: Their Imperial Highnesses Great
Princes Alexei Alexandrovich and Konstantin Nikolayevich; Vice Honorary Chairs N.V.
and G.E. Shchurovskii; honorary members: Prince V.A. Dolgorukov, Pr. V.A. Cherkasskii,
K.P. von Kaufman, [.A. Lyamin, S.M. Soloviev; permanent members: A.P. Bogdanov,
A.Yu. Davidov, V.K. Della-Vos; full members 1.P. Arkhipov, V.I. Akhsharumov, A.S.
Vladimirskii, P.I. Gubonin, F.N. Korolyov, N.K. Milyaev, D.A. Naumov, N.V. Nikitin,
S.S. Podgoretskii, I.N. Shatilov, N.A. Shokhin; associate members of the Society N.A.
Popov, I.I. Vilkins, and Secretary of the Society and the Museum N.K.Zenger.”> And:
“Keeping inside the Museum the inscription ‘Organised by the Imperial Society of Friends
of Natural Science, Anthropology and Ethnography under the auspices of Moscow
University’ and the same designation of the Society’s name on the labels of the collections
that have come from the Society” .

The Museum of Applied Knowledge began to actively engage in educational work,
while still accommodated in temporary premises on Prechistenka. The duties of curators of
the Museum Departments included conducting the explanations of the respective items and
thematic collections on weekdays. On Sundays and holidays when there were more visitors,
it was decided to involve the IOLEAE members in working with the public?’.

Another line of the Museum’s educational activities was conducting “public readings”
(lectures) with the participation of the leading Russian scientists invited by the IOLEAE.
Thus, a famous Russian historian S.M. Soloviev (also spelled Solovyov) agreed to prepare
the readings in the history of Russia (Soloviev, 1908) and N.S. Tikhonravov, in Russian
literature. Other lecturers at the Museum were Moscow University professors F.A. Bredikhin
(astronomy), V.Ya. Tzinger (mathematics), A.Yu. Davidov (theory of probability), V.V.
Markovnikov (chemistry)?.

2 Protokol 77-go zasedaniia Imperatorskogo obshchestva liubitelei estestvoznaniia 13 iiunia
1875 goda. [Minutes of the 77th meeting of the Imperial Society of Friends of Natural Science,
Anthropology and Ethnography of 13 June 1875], Izvestiia IOLEAE [IOLEAE Bulletin]. (1876).
XXIV, (in Russian).

2% Ibid

27 Otkrytie Politekhnicheskogo muzeia vo viemennom pomeshchenii 30 noiabria 1872 goda [The
opening of the Polytechnic Museum at the temporary location on 30 November 1872], Materialy
kasaiushchiesia ustroistva muzeia, rechi, proiznesennye pri ego otkrytii 30 noiabria 1872 goda i otchet
Komiteta muzeia za pervyi god ego sushchestvovaniia [ Materials concerning the Museum organisation,
speeches made during its opening on 30 November 1872, and the Museum Committee Report for the
first year of its existence]. (1874). (pp. 46), Moscow. (in Russian).

2 Godichnyi otchet komiteta po ustroistvu Muzeia prikladnykh znanii i zavedovaniiu im za
tretii god ot 30 noiabria 1847 g. po 30 noiabria 1875 g. [Annual Report of the Committee for the
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In 1876, ten “popular lectures” on “The life of the plant” were delivered by K.A.
Timiryazev. Later on these lectures formed the basis for his book “The life of the plant: Ten
popular lectures,” several editions of which have been published since then both in Russian
and in foreign languages (Timiryazev, 1878).

At the same time, the Museum Committee engaged in a difficult task of providing
permanent premises for the Museum, which was absolutely necessary for its future
development. There were two opinions on this issue among the IOLEAE members. A.P.
Bogdanov was advocating the project of building a system of pavilions in the Alexandre
Garden. V.K. Della-Vos was convinced that, due to the specifics of its exhibits (large
weight and size), the Technical Department needed a permanent structure that could not
be built in the Alexander Garden because of the nature of rocks in that area. He suggested
that the Technical Department should be accommodated in the building on Lubyanskaya
Square (the plot for its construction was allocated by the municipal government) while the
Natural History, Forest, and Agricultural Departments could be hosted in the pavilions
in the Alexander Garden that was also handed over to the Museum. After the discussion,
the Museum Committee supported Della-Vos’ proposal. At the same time, taking into
account the funds available to the Museum, it was deemed feasible, at the first stage, to
limit the construction on Lubyanka to the central part of the building and, as regards
the Alexandre Garden, to begin with erecting a pavilion for the Museum’s temporary
expositions?.

The thematic structure of the Museum divisions on Lubyanskaya Square and in the
Alexander Garden® was planned to be as follows:

The Natural Historical Division in the Alexander Garden (the pavilion arrangement
system, with total floor area of no less than 7,850 square metres) was planned to include:

— Educational section;

— Collections of teaching aids for studying natural history;

— Geological and mineralogical collections;

Organisation of the Museum of Applied Knowledge from November 30, 1874 to November 30, 1875],
Materialy dlia istorii ustroistva muzeia i otchet vysochaishe uchrezhdennogo komiteta muzeia za tretii god
ego sushchestvovaniia po 30 noiabria 1875 goda |Materials concerning the Museum organisation and
the Museum Committee Report for the third year of its existence]. (1876). (pp. 19—22). Moscow. (in
Russian).

2 Godichnyi otchet komiteta po ustroistvu Muzeia prikladnykh znanii i zavedovaniiu im za
tretii god ot 30 noiabria 1847 g. po 30 noiabria 1875 g. [Annual Report of the Museum of Applied
Knowledge Committee for the third year of its existence from 30 November 1874 to 30 November
1875], Materialy dlia istorii ustroistva muzeia i otchet vysochaishe uchrezhdennogo komiteta muzeia
za tretii god ego sushchestvovaniia po 30 noiabria 1875 goda |Materials concerning the Museum
organisation and the Museum Committee Report for the third year of its existence]. (1876). (pp.
3-9), Moscow. (in Russian).

% Godichnyi otchet komiteta po ustroistvu Muzeia prikladnykh znanii i zavedovaniiu im za
tretii god ot 30 noiabria 1847 g. po 30 noiabria 1875 g. [Annual Report of the Committee for the
Organisation of the Museum of Applied Knowledge from November 30, 1874 to November 30, 1875],
Materialy dlia istorii ustroistva muzeia i otchet vysochaishe uchrezhdennogo komiteta muzeia za tretii god
ego sushchestvovaniia po 30 noiabria 1875 goda |Materials concerning the Museum organisation and
the Museum Committee Report for the third year of its existence]. (1876). (pp. 84). Moscow. (in
Russian).
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— Collections on applied botany, horticulture, forestry;
— Agricultural section;
— Collection on livestock breeding;

— Section of “Promysly” (whaling, fishing and fish-farming, trapping, sericulture,

apiculture, etc.);
— Turkestan section;
— Photographic pavilion;
— The room for systematic courses;
— Storerooms for storing and processing collections;
— IOLEAE meeting room;
— Museum hall and library;
— Secretary’s office and apartment;
— Five living quarters for the curators; and
— Service and utility spaces.

Technical Division in the building on Lubyanskaya Square (minimum floor space of

about 9,800 square metres) was planned to include:
— Section of applied physics
— Physical and meteorological laboratory;
— Mechanical cabinet;
— Machines and implements in operation;
— Mechanical technology;
— Hydraulic division;
— Railroad division;
— Mining and metallurgical division, material processing;
— Construction division (architecture, including historical
construction materials);
— Sea and river shipbuilding;
— Technology section;
— Chemical laboratory;
— Exhibition of new inventions;
— Postal section;
— Big lecture hall for public readings;
— Smaller lecture room;
— Curators’ apartments;
— Pattern shop and workshop;
— Storerooms for storing and processing collections;
— Library and drafting room;
— Museum hall and secretary’s office;
— Service and utility spaces.
Unfortunately, these plans have not been fully implemented.

architecture

and

On 30 May 1877, the Moscow Museum of Applied Knowledge opened in
its permanent location on Lubyanskaya Square (Fig. 2). On the occasion of the
Museum opening, A.P. Bogdanov made a speech “The future tasks for the Moscow
Polytechnic Museum.” Having mentioned the achievements over the last 5 years in the
development of the Polytechnic Museum and its collections, Bogdanov said that the
IOLEAE, “above all and more than anything, has been thinking about, as a natural historical society,
organising the departments that would be directly relevant to its goals, i.e. zoological, botanical, and
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geological”®!. Reviewing the specifics of developing collections for the natural history
departments, Bogdanov said:

Everyone will understand the importance of machines but not everyone, not even the well-educated
persons, will recognise general importance of natural historical collections whose general educational and
practical importance has been far from sufficiently recognised and assessed accordingly to their actual
significance in public life®2.

Therefore, Bogdanov saw the Museum’s priority task as creating its natural history

department in the Alexandre Garden, as, by that time, the construction of pavilions in the
Alexandre Garden had not begun.

= %

5 - e,
ﬁStﬂ
! G4l

Puc. 2. 3nanue My3sest npukianHbix 3HaHui (ITonutexHuyeckuit myseit) B Mockse, 1880-¢ rr.

As the first step on the road to creating the Museum of Applied Knowledge’s natural
history department in the “Kremlin Gardems”3}, Bogdanov suggested to organise and
convene the Anthropological Exhibition, relying on the IOLEAE resources. He believed
that such exhibition would provide a good opportunity for developing systematic natural

3' ARAS. F. 446. Op. 1. D. 32. L. 10.
32 Ibid. L. 11.
3 Today this is the territory of the Alexandre Garden.
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historical collections: “The systematics and ethnography of tribes comprise an essential addition to
the geographic division of our Museum’s educational collections. The questions of prehistoric man are
closely related to geological and paleontological data — which is necessary for completing the general
educational geological department™34. Talking about the plans for convening the Anthropological
Exhibition, A.P. Bogdanov rekindled the idea that had been put forward and discussed
practically since the moment of the Society’s inception.

Yet, the history of our Society shows that, from the very beginning of its existence, it had set itself a goal
of improving the possibilities for studying anthropology in Moscow. Therefore, with its exhibition, it is only
completing what it has already accomplished with the collections it has already built up: the Public Museum’s
ethnographic collection, the craniological one — at the University, at the department of anthropology3’ that
has been organised by it [the Society]*®.

Initially, this exhibition was planned to be held in Alexandre Garden and Bogdanov
saw it as a kind of testing ground for developing and testing the approaches to building
the expositions of the Museum’s natural historical division in the Alexandre Garden®.
At the same time, being aware that the items for the future Museum at the department of
anthropology could not be crammed into the premises of Moscow University due to the
lack of available space, A.P. Bogdanov suggested to organise the Anthropological Museum
as part of the Polytechnic Museum’s natural historical division in the Alexandre Garden3.
Later on, however, it was decided to hold the exhibition in the Manege® due to financial
difficulties.

The Anthropological Exhibition was launched on 3 April 1879. The colorful exposition
with numerous eye-catching dioramas designed to show the interiors and landscapes
consisted of seven sections: antiquities (compiled by D.N. Anuchin); geological and
palacontological (N.Yu. Zograf and A.A. Tikhomirov); craniological (A.P. Bogdanov);
photographical (A.I. Kelsiev); medico-anthropological (E.A. Pokrovskii); ethnographic
(E.V. Barsov); and busts and masks (D.N. Anuchin) (Balakhonov, 2011).

Eventhough the exhibition was conceived asanthropological, the ethnographic materials
comprised a large part of it. After the end of the exhibition, many of the ethnographic exhibits
were handed over to the Museum of Applied Knowledge where they formed a specialised
department devoted to the industry on the outskirts of Russia and the existing Turkestan
department was merged into it (in May 1890, the whole Department was transferred to
the Rumyantsev Museum). Some exhibits from the geological and paleontological section,

3 Ibid. L. 11-12.

3 Although A.P. Bogdanov mentions a “department of anthropology”, the first Department of
Anthropology was actually established under the auspices of the Physico-mathematical Division of
Moscow University in 1880, where it existed until 1884. The Department of Anthropology was re-
eastablished at Moscow University in 1919.

% ARAS. F.446.Op. 1. D. 32. L. 11-12.

37 Antropologicheskaia vystavka Imperatorskogo obshchestva liubitelei estestvoznaniia, antropologii
i étnografii |Anthropological Exhibition of the Imperial Society of Friends of Natural Science,
Anthropology and Ethnography]|. (1878). (Vol. 1, pp. 9), Moscow: Tip. M.N. Lavrova i Ko. (in
Russian).

3% Tbid. L. 229, 420.

¥ Ibid. L. 76.
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including the model of the mammoth, the specimens of Carboniferous fossil plants, and the
geological maps, were also handed over to the Museum of Applied Knowledge (Balakhonov,
2011) (Fig. 3). Therefore, the idea of adding new exhibits from the Anthropological
Exhibition to natural historical collections of the Museum of Applied Knowledge failed.

Fig. 3. The model of mammoth from the Anthropological Exhibition,
exhibited at the Polytechnic Museum
Puc. 3. Maketr MaMOHTa ¢ AHTPOIIOJIOTMYECKOI BHICTABKH,
npencraBieHHoi B [ToiMTexHMIecKoM My3ee

After the Museum moved to its own building on Lubyanskaya Square, the number of
visitors increased dramatically: from an average of 100,000 visitors attending the temporary
exposition on Prechistenka each year, the number of visitors to the Museum on Lubyanka
reached 5 to 6 thousands daily, especially on Sundays and holidays. The social composition
of the audience changed too. While before the relocation it was mostly students of various
educational institutions, the greater part of visitors to the new building comprised common
people®. Explaining the Museum collections to the visitors in the Museum rooms became
a complicated task and A.P. Bogdanov proposed a new form of educational work: Sunday
explanations of the collections conducted in a specially equipped lecture hall with lectures
accompanied by the demonstrations of Museum exhibits, specimens, and visual aids,
expressly selected for each lecture.

During the first six months, the Sunday Explanations covered the themes of four
Museum departments: Technical, Agricultural, Applied Zoology, and Educational. In
1878, the Applied Physics Department joined this programme, followed by the rest of the
departments in 1879.

The IOLEAE members were fully committed to preparing and conducting the Sunday
Explanations for the Museum collections. The first three such events were*!:

“ ARAS. F. 446. Op. 1a. D. 69. L. 27 ob.
I Ibid. L. 28.
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— 2 October 1877: “Parasite worms” by A.P. Bogdanov and “Collection of animal
foetuses” by A.A. Tikhomirov;

— 9 October 1877: “Helpful and harmful insects” by A.P. Bogdanov and “Mineral
coal” by N.Yu. Zograf; and

— 16 October 1877: “Stone implements” by A.P. Bogdanov and “Lake salts” by
N.Yu. Zograf.

Summarising the results of the first two years of conducting the Sunday explanations,
A.P. Bogdanov wrote, “it is much easier to write a serious lecture than to muse over and conduct an
explanation of particular specimens, taking into account that it must be comprehensible, simple, concise,
and, at the same time, sensible” (Bogdanov, 1878: VI).

Professor K.A. Timiryazev had thus described his impressions from the Sunday
Explanations at the Polytechnic Museum:

| dare say, neither in London’s Kensington nor in Paris’ Conservatoire have | seen a more comforting
sight. You would behold there the most motley crowd <...> you could have imagined anywhere, but surely
not in a lecture hall. This, however, is a fact: this crowd is the audience that intently and avidly devours
every word not of a tale, not of a comic story, but of a scientific question that has become intelligible to them
(Bogdanov, 1914).

Indeed, the Sunday Explanations of the Polytechnic Museum collections presented an
innovative approach in the museums’ science education activities. This form of working
with museum visitors combined traditional explanations in museum rooms with a popular
science lecture. Such form of educational work had not been practised in any foreign
museum of science and technology.

The Sunday Explanations were extremely popular. Every Sunday there was a crowd of
those who wanted to attend these lectures, waiting at the entrance. Usually, there were two
Explanations delivered during the day, each gathering 500—600 attendees in the lecture
hall. Delivering such “public lectures” required not only the extensive knowledge of subject
area but also the talent of science communicator.

Should a lecturer indulge in intellectualising, imagine that he was delivering a lecture, fall into verbosity,
the audience would instantly become agitated, the signs of boredom would appear, even the attempts to
sneak out of the lecture hall. But the moment of the lecturer’s getting carried away would pass, and he
would come back down to earth and switch to a comprehensible and simple explanation using concrete
specimens, and the very same audience would be all ears, — recalled an active participant in the
Sunday Explanations, an IOLEAE member N.Yu. Zograf*.

From 1878 to 1908, 1704 Sunday Explanations were conducted. The Museum reports
mention 571 Explanations, 158 of which dealt with applied zoology; 143, with technology,
mechanics, and chemistry; and 138, with agriculture, forestry, and botany®.

“ ARAS. F. 446. Op. la. D. 69. L 29.
# ARAS. F. 446. Op. la. D. 69. L 28 ob.
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The Sunday Explanations were so popular that the Society decided to publish them as
separate issues of Izvestiia IOLEAE, with the first such issue published as early as in 1879*.
A total of eleven issues containing 356 Explanations were released and circulated across
the country. It was the programme of Sunday Explanations that gained the Polytechnic
Museum the status of the “first Russian popular university that did a vast deal to help spreading
educational information among the masses” (Bogdanov, 1914).

The main obstacle that hindered the Museum’s further development was the lack of
exhibiting floor space. After the southern wing of the building on Lubyanka was completed,
the floor spaces of the Technical, Manufacturing, Architectural, Educational, Applied
Physics and Applied Zoology Departments were significantly expanded®. The Forest
and Agricultural Departments whose floor space remained the same since the Museum’s
relocation to Lubyanka were badly space-constrained. For this reason, these Departments’
expositions changed very little over time and their newly acquired collections were stored
in the back rooms*.

As has been mentioned, it was initially planned for the Forest and Agricultural
Departments’ exposition to be hosted in the pavilions erected in the Alexandre Garden.
However, due to constant lack of funds, this part of the IOLEAE project of general
educational museum failed to be implemented and, in 1889, the Alexandre Garden was
returned to the Court Administration (Gladkikh, 2019).

Of natural historical departments whose creation and development was so ardently
advocated by A.P. Bogdanov, the Department of Applied Zoology was the most successful
in regard to the implementation of Bogdanov’s ideas about demonstrating practical
importance of natural sciences. The Department of Applied Zoology existed in the
Museum from its opening to 1928. Its first head was A.P. Bogdanov who was succeeded by
his followers who were also the IOLEAE members: A.A. Tikhomirov (1896—1908), N.Yu.
Zograf (1908—1919), and N.M. Kulagin (1919—1928). The Department’s core collections
that had been handed over by the same name section of the Polytechnic Exhibition included
S.A. Maslov’s unique collection on Russian sericulture, Wilhelm Gottlob Rosenhauer’s
collection of harmful insects, and others.

The Department of Applied Zoology was one of the largest in regard to the number of
exhibits and exhibiting floor space, and, in 1916, occupied eight rooms in the southern wing
of the Museum®’. This department’s exposition and its collections covered the following
areas devoted to different animals with a role in human life: sericulture, apiculture, applied
entomology, fish-farming and fishing, fur-trapping and hunting, domestic animals (other
than agricultural), and wild animals used by humans.

By the late 19th century, due to the collaboration with the Department of Ichthyology
of the Imperial Society for the Acclimatisation of Animals and Plants (the Department of
Ichthyology was chaired by N.Yu. Zograf who also headed the Fish-farming Commission
at the Museum), the Museum’s Department of Applied Zoology amassed a unique

“ Voskresnye ob”iasneniia kollektsii Politekhnicheskogo muzeia (1878—1879) [The Sunday
Explanations for the Polytechnic Museum collections (1878—1879)], Izvestiia IOLEAE [IOLEAE
Bulletin]. (1879). XXXVI(1).

4 Dvadtsatipiatiletie Muzeia prikladnykh znanii v Moskve [25th anniversary of the Museum of
Applied Knowledge in Moscow]. (1898). (pp. 19). Moscow: Russkaia tipolitografiia.

4 Polytechnic Museum’s Collection of Written Sources. F. 100. Op. 2. No. 16534/104.
47 Kratkii ukazatel’ kollektsii muzeia [A brief index to the Museum collections]. (1946). Moscow.
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piscatory collection, which included collections on fish taxonomy and biology; collections
demonstrating various fishing methods and equipment; collections on artificial fishery and
fish product preservation technologies; and collections on oyster farming, crayfish farming,
and malacology® (Fig. 4). In 1923—1924, the Department of Applied Zoology acquired new
exhibits related to this line of work after the All-Russia Agricultural and Industrial Show*.

:
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Fig. 4. The hall of fish-farming and fishery at the Department of Applied Zoology
of the Polytechnic Museum, the late 19th century
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The Department’s collections and exposition represented the whole range of applied
aspects of zoology in a systemic way. They not only showed the animals per se (taxidermied
animals, models, and alcohol-preserved specimens), their biology and behavioral patterns,
but also demonstrated the entire technological chain of their utilisation by humans. This
included the equipment for their capture and upkeep, devices and tools used to study these
animals, as well as the types of animal products (fur, skin, feathers, meat, etc.) and relevant
processing technologies. This was the realisation of A.P. Bogdanov’s dream about museum
exposition that “must serve as a kind of living and comprehensive book on applied science, in which the
place of text and pictures is filled by objects themselves and by visual demonstrations of their characteristic
features in specimens and models”°. It had been in no small measure due to relentless guidance
and support on the part of the IOLEAE. The Society members headed this department,
curated its collections, conducted Sunday Explanations, and prepared popular science
editions on applied zoology.

® Dvadtsatipiatiletie Muzeia prikladnykh znanii v Moskve [25th anniversary of the Museum of
Applied Knowledge in Moscow]. (1889). (pp. 20), Moscow: Russkaia tipolitografiia.

# Polytechnic Museum’s Collection of Written Sources. F. 100. Op. 7. No. 27915/12.
% ARAS. F. 446. Op. 1a. D. 69. L. 32 ob.
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In 1927, a zoological laboratory was created at the Department, which had also been
part of Bogdanov’s plans. The laboratory carried out applied research on sericulture,
apiculture, fish breeding, and fur trapping’'. Until 1928, while Prof. P.P. Petrov remained
the Museum’s Director, the Department of Applied Zoology and its collections were
actively developing, and its exposition was being constantly enhanced.

In 1928, the Museum exposition was completely reorganised to meet the new goal of
promoting industrialisation of manufacturing and agriculture. The then main departments
of the Museum (Technical, Agricultural, Architectural, Applied Physics, Applied Zoology,
Forest, and Educational) were reorganised into three sectors — General, Factories & Plants,
and Agricultural. The collections on applied zoology were handed over to the “Promyslovyi”
Department (hunting, fishing, fur trapping) in the Factories and Plants Sector, i.e. the
Department of Applied Zoology ceased to exist as the Museum’s autonomous division. In
1931, the Society of Friends of Natural Science, Anthropology and Ethnography also lost
its autonomy and was forcefully merged into the Moscow Society of Naturalists.

The Polytechnic Museum in Moscow, which is justly believed to be founded by the
Imperial Society of Friends of Natural Science, Anthropology and Ethnography, was the
third oldest national museum of science and technology in the world. At the same time,
with its systematised collections, assembled and further developed so as to demonstrate the
practical role of natural and technical sciences, and with its extensive and largely innovative
science-education efforts that spread beyond its walls as popular science editions, intended
for the broadest audience, the Polytechnic Museum may be safely called the first complex
general education museum, which it remained for the first 50 years of its history.

These accomplishments were made possible through the Museum’s long-standing
collaboration with the IOLEAE and other scientific societies. The IOLEAE members who
made significant contributions to the making and development of the Polytechnic Museum
included A.P. Bogdanov, G.E. Shchurovskii, V.K. Della-Vos, V.A. Cherkasskii, A.Yu.
Davidov, N.K. Zenger, A.A. Tikhomirov, N.Yu. Zograf, N.M. Kulagin, and many others.
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B cratee paccmorpena nesTenbHOCTh MmmepaTopckoro oOIecTBa JioOUTeNel ecTecTBO3HA-
HUSI, aHTPOMOJIOTUU U OTHOTpaduu mo co3maHuio B MockBe My3es MpUKIATHBIX 3HAHUN
([Monurexuuueckoro my3sest). DTo ObUT MTEPBbI KOMIUIEKCHBI 00111e00pa30BaTeIbHbIN My3eii, B KO-
TOPOM C TTOMOIIBIO CUCTEMATUIECKUX KOJUIEKIINI TNTAHUPOBAIOCH MMOKA3aTh IPUKIIATHOE 3HAYCHUE
€CTECTBEHHBIX Y TEXHUYECKMX HAYK, UCTIOTh30BAHUE UX JOCTIKEHUI B TTOBCETHEBHON XKU3HU JIIO-
neii. bombinyto pos B codnanuu My3est cbirpan wieH MOJIEAU npodeccop 300morum MockoBCKOTro
yausepcureta A.I1. bornanos. IMeHHO OH pa3paboTajl OCHOBBI KOHLIEMIINY My3esl TTPUKIaTHOTO
€CTeCTBO3HAHMS, MPUHUMAJ aKTUBHOE yJacTe B (POPMUPOBAHUY €0 KOJUIEKIIUI U HayYHO-TIPO-
CBETUTENIbCKOU NESATEIbHOCTH. B cTaThe Takke MpoaHATM3MPOBAHBI B3TJISALI HA CO3MAaHUE MY3es
u ero pazsutue wieHa MOJIEAD B.K. lenna-Boca. OtinuurenbHoit yepToii [TonnTexHuIecKoro
My3est ObUla MacluTabHas NpocBeTUTeNbCKas AesaTeibHOCTh. A.Il. bornaHoBeiM Obula mpemyioxe-
Ha HOBasi (HhopMa MPOCBETUTENHCKOI PAOOTHI C TIOCETUTEISIMUA My3€esl — BOCKPECHBIE OObSICHEHUST
KOJUTIEKIINI, TIPOXOISIIITUE B CIIEIIUATIBHON ayANTOPUM U COTTPOBOKIABIINECS IEMOHCTpalIUe My-
3eiHBIX TIPeAMETOB, 00PA3I0B U HATJISITHBIX MaTepuaioB. M3-3a HEXBaTKU 9KCIIO3UITUOHHBIX I1JT0-
maneit unero A.I1. bormanoBa Mo co3naHuIo eCTeCTBEHHOMCTOPUYECKOTO OTIEICHUS My3esl He yaa-
JIOCh peasin30BaTh B MOTHOM 00bEMe. Hanbosee ycrneHbIM ¢ TOYKM 3peHUsT TT0Ka3a MPUKIATHOTO
3HAUEHMsI €CTECTBEHHBIX HAYK CTaJl OTIEJ MPUKIAIHOW 300JI0TUU My3esl, KOTOPbIil BO3TJIABIISIT
A.Tl. bormaHoB u ero yuyeHnKH, yieHbl MOJIEAD.

Karouegvie caoea: Vimneparopckoe 00111€CTBO JTIOOUTENIEH €CTeCTBO3HAHUSI AHTPOITOJIOTUU U 3THO-
rpadun, My3seil mpukinagHeIX 3HaHUH, [TomTuTeXHMYeCKUiT My3eid.
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Scientific societies have traditionally played a very important role in the academic community.
They contributed to the formation of civil society in Russia, determined the self-identification of
young scientists and scholars, and were also particularly important as a platform for the presentation
of new scientific information. The aim of this article is to discuss the place and role of natural
scientific societies in the system of science organizations and their relations with Soviet power in
the 1920s. The study is based on a variety of sources, primarily archival materials of natural scientific
societies and governmental bodies that are stored in the State Archive of the Russian Federation, St.
Petersburg Branch of the Archive of the Russian Academy of Sciences, the Central State Archive
of St. Petersburg, etc. The article focuses on the legislative and regulatory framework for relations
between Soviet power and natural scientific societies, the forms of control over their activities, and
governmental support for their work. In general, the relationship between the Soviet authorities and
natural scientific societies in the 1920s can be described as contradictory. On the one hand, the regime
considered the work of natural scientific societies useful and supported it. In the system of scientific
societies, natural scientific organizations occupied leading positions. The new regime intended to
utilize the skills of natural scientists. On the other hand, the state’s control over their functioning was
tightening throughout the 1920s. In the late 1920s/early 1930s, the political changes in the country
resulted in total control over scientific and public spheres.
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Introduction

A number of books and papers addressed the history of the initial period of Soviet
science. Since the Academy of Sciences has traditionally dominated Russian and Soviet
science, encompassing all fields of knowledge, the history of its fate under the first decades
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of the Bolsheviks regime is virtually general history of early Soviet science for most
historians (Graham, 1967; Vucinich, 1984; Levin, 1988; Esakov, 1971; Belyaev, 1982;
Perchenok, 1991). However, several studies devoted to some other scientific organizations
such as scientific-research institute, an innovation adopted in the 1920s (Graham, 1975;
Josephson, 1991) and universities (Kupaigorodskaya, 1984; Krivonozhenko, 2012; Kail’,
2013). In contrast, the history of scientific societies and their struggle for a place in the new
system of science organizations is a field of study that is underdeveloped. It may be explained
by the fact that scientific societies were a specific form of science organizations, occupied an
ambiguous position in the system of scientific institutions, since these associations, at the
same time, were also specific public organizations of scientists. This duality has meant that
societies have not been typical subjects of study for historians of science or for historians of
Soviet voluntary associations.

Scientific societies have been passingly discussed in a few monographs and articles
(Fitzpatrick, 1970; Kupaigorodskaya, Lebina, 1989; Read, 1990; Kurepin, 2003), although
there are only a few special studies on scientific societies in the first period of Soviet Russia
history (Swanson, 1968; Bradley, 2016; Krivosheina, 2019), apart from my own papers on
scientific societies and their relations with Soviet power in the 1920s (Sinelnikova, 2015,
2016, 2019). Still, it seems fair to say that scientific societies need to be further researched.

The aim of this article is to discuss the place and importance of natural scientific societies
in the system of science organizations and their relations with Soviet power in the 1920s.

Natural Scientific Societies before the October Revolution

Scientific societies have traditionally played a very important role in the academic
community. They contributed to the formation of civil society in Russia, determined
the self-identity of young scientists and scholars, and were also particularly important as
a platform for the presentation of new scientific information. The first natural scientific
society in Russia, the St. Petersburg Mineralogical Society, was founded in 1817. Such
scientific organizations were actively created in the first half of the 19th century, and from
the 1860s they began to hold All-Russian Congresses of Naturalists and Physicians.

The largest of natural scientific societies, such as the Moscow Society of Naturalists,
the Imperial St. Petersburg Society of Naturalists, the Novorossiysk Society of Naturalists,
existed at universities, and the main source of their budgets, especially in the province,
remained subsidies from the central and local authorities. Financial support has always been
received for specific projects: conducting expeditions, organizing museums, studying local
flora and fauna, soil analysis, searching for deposits, etc.

With the outbreak of the First World War, natural scientific societies had to greatly
reduce their activities, primarily publishing and expeditions. It especially affected the
societies that located in the combat zone or in the front-line provinces.

Despite the war, the process of science institutionalization continued. New scientific
societies were also formed, primarily in Petrograd, as the capital of the Russian Empire
was called from 1914. In particular, at the end of 1915, the Russian Botanical Society was
created “for the purpose of the scientific association of Russian botanists”!. On February 9, 1916,

' Gosudarstvennyi arkhiv Rossiiskoi Federatsii |State Archive of Russian Federation] (GARF). F.
2306. Op. 2. D. 140. L. 2.; Sankt- Peterburgskii Filial Arkhiva Rossiiskoi Akademii nauk |St. Petersburg
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the charter of the Russian Paleontological Society, consisting of geologists, paleontologists,
zoologists and botanists, was registered.

After the February Revolution, scientific societies quickly admitted a new power, and
even managed to get assurances of funding for their work from the Provisional Government.
For instance, The Russian Paleontological Society was promised a subsidy of 5,000 rubles
per year?.

Despite all the financial support, one of the most characteristic and sad trends in the
post-revolutionary life of scientific societies was a significant reduction in the number of
organizations and the number of their members. The situation in the capital was especially
desperate. The fact is that many scientists left hungry Petrograd for provincial cities, others
perished in the midst of the revolutionary struggle, as well as due to hunger and disease.

The number of members of scientific societies of all-Russian scale was still significant.
The most numerous of the natural scientific societies in 1917 were the Russian Geographical
Society, which had 1,446 members. In other natural scientific societies of Petrograd there
were also several hundred people: the Russian Physicochemical Society — 480, the Russian
Society of Natural Science Amateurs’ — 401, the Russian Mineralogical Society included
from 408 to 481 people during 1917, the Society of Naturalists at Petrograd University —
456, Russian Astronomical Society — 3074

According to the Commission on Scientific Institutions and Organizations under the
Ministry of Public Enlightenment, created in April 1917 by the Provisional Government, at
that time 122 scientific societies were functioning in Russia. Natural scientific societies made
up nearly 29 percent of this number. Besides, the Commission decided to organize a congress
of representatives of scientific societies and institutions in Moscow. The representatives of
scientific societies of Petrograd, Moscow, Kiev, Odessa, Kazan, Kharkov, Rostov-on-Don,
and Yekaterinburg were supposed to become participants of the congress. It is noteworthy
to mention that almost half of 34 invited scientific societies were natural scientific ones.
This indicates the great importance of natural scientific societies in the system of scientific
organizations. However, the congress was not held. A brief “springtime” of 1917 ended
after the October Revolution. Scientific societies now had to establish relations with the
new Soviet power.

Branch of the Archive of the Russian Academy of Sciences] (SPbF ARAN). F. 125. Op. 2. D. 65.
L. 45.

2 Obyknovennoe zasedanie 21-go dekabria 1917 g. v pomeshchenii Geologicheskogo Komiteta
[Ordinary meeting on December 21, 1917 in the premises of the Geological Committee|, Ezhegodnik
Russkogo paleontologicheskogo obshchestva | Yearbook of the Russian Paleontological Society] (Vol. I1.
pp. 135), Petrograd, 1918.

3 Russkoe obshchestvo liubitelei mirovedeniia in Russian. The term “mirovedenie” has not
analogies in English. The society was engaged with natural sciences and mathematical knowledge,
carried out different kind of observations.

* Tsentral’nyi gosudarstvennyi arkhiv Sankt-Peterburga [Central State Archives of St. Petersburg]
(TsGA SPb). F. 2555. Op. 1. D. 272. L. 22, 29, 40, 49, 60, 74, 96, 120, 125, 133, 136, 140.
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The Beginning of Cooperation with the Bolshevik Regime

Science in Russia has always considered by scientists and government officials to be
close to politics. Indeed, according to Loren Graham, “the effects of science are often political,
its philosophy may have political implications, its promotion is usually political, and it is, in turn, frequently
affected by politics, but the practice of science is divisible from the practice of politics” (Graham, 1967,
p. 193—194).

After the October Revolution the new Bolshevik government adopted a very positive
attitude toward science but retained the view that science and politics are intertwined. But
the influence of politics on science can be harmful as well as beneficial.

Scientific societies agreed to cooperate with the new political authority willingly,
in contrast to the Academy of Sciences. Most scientific societies submitted their
prerevolutionary charters for registration to the People’s Commissariat of Internal Affairs
(the NKVD) and the People’s Commissariat of Public Enlightenment (Narkompros). But
some societies (e.g., the Russian Society of Natural Science Amateurs) made adjustments
to their charters “in accordance with the current situation”>.

Before the October Revolution all scientific societies possessed a small amount of
capital, which, by law, they were obliged to keep in the form of interest-bearing securities as
“government” and “guaranteed by the city council and zemstvo® credit” institutions (Plato,
1903, p. 5). At the time of the revolution, for example, the Russian Society of Natural
Science Amateurs had its money in both the State Savings Bank and in the Society of Mutual
Credit of The Petrograd District Zemstvo. The All-Russian Central Executive Committee
Decree “On the Nationalization of Banks”’ was adopted at a meeting on December 27,
1917, and the supplemental decree of the Council of the People’s Commissars “On Former
Private Banks Joint-Stock Capital Confiscation”®, published on February 8, 1918, deprived
societies of their capital. Membership dues could not be paid regularly and, in any event,
they were not enough to cover the expenses of organizations.

As a result, the state became the only funding source for scientific societies in the new
political and economic conditions. They received subsidies from Narkomprosto rent meeting
halls, pay for light and heat, and publish some their member’s papers and reward a few
employees. However, financial support was differentiated. The authorities were subsidized
only those scientific societies in whose activities they were interested. It depended on the
study field of a particular scientific society, since the technical and natural sciences were in
the foreground. The significance of them was especially great for the socialist reorganization
of the national economy and the state defense.

For example, in November 1918, the Scientific Department in Petrograd reported to
Narkompros regarding the allocations for the first half of 1919 that “the motives presented by
the society seem, in the opinion of the department, to be sound and therefore the department asks to issue

5 TsGA SPb. F. 2555. Op. 1. D. 184. L. 28.

¢ Zemstvos (zemstvo institutions) were elected bodies of self-government (zemstvo meetings,
zemstvo councils) in the Russian Empire at the local and provincial level. They were created by the
Zemstvo Reform in 1864.

7 Sobranie uzakonenii I rasporiazhenii rabochego i krest’ianskogo provitel’stva RSFSFR [Collection
of Laws and Decrees of the Workers and Peasants Government of the RSFSR] (here SU). No. 10
(1917). Art. 150.

$ SU. No. 19 (1918). Art. 295.
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the requested 3,000 rubles to the Paleontological Society”?. In the second half of 1919, the estimate
of the Society of Naturalists at Petrograd University did not cause “any objections from the
Scientific Department”!®. The same society was denied funding for an auxiliary institution —
the Murmansk Biological Station, “due to the finding ... [of if] in the hands of the imperialists™!!
during the foreign intervention.

Medical scientific societies, as well as technical and natural scientific societies, did not
raise doubts among the authorities about funding. On the contrary, humanitarian societies
had a harder time than others, as they had to prove their right to subsidies.

It should be noted that all the work of scientists in societies was voluntary and free of
charge. Only a few people received salaries (most often librarians, messengers, clerks or
secretaries), as a rule, the staff of paid employees of one scientific society did not exceed
three people.

Of course, under the conditions of the Civil War, the activities of scientific societies
could not be carried out on the same scale. The most accessible forms of work were public
lectures and presenting papers on societies meetings. At the same time, some societies
managed to continue the work of laboratories and biological stations, and even equip
expeditions. As a rule, those expeditions covered the surrounding areas. All that work was
also carried out with state support. The Russian Botanical Society, for example, in April
1919 received an appropriation for botanical and geographical research of the North of
Russia and the Petrograd province'?.

After the October Revolution scientific societies had to make changes in their activities
to correspond to the main directions of the Bolshevik scientific policy. In January 1918
the Division for the Mobilization of Scientific Forces for the Peasant and Workers Service
in Russia was formed in Narkompros. The Division prepared “Memorandum for the
Mobilizing Science Project for the State Construction Needs” — a document transmitted
by L.G. Shapiro to the Academy of Sciences Permanent Secretary S.F. Oldenburg at the
end of January 1918. The essence of the Bolsheviks’ scientific policy was proximity to
the problems of production, collective forms of research, priority of applied science, and
state centralization of scientific work. In this connection, scientific societies began with
establishment of some new divisions — for example, the Applied Entomology Division
appeared at the Russian Entomological Society,'? the Committee of the North, chaired
by Y.M. Shokal’sky, was created at the Russian Geographical Society (Agafonov, 1995, p.
183). The applied nature was common for those structures.

Scientific societies communicated to other scientific institutions through these applied
divisions. For example, the Meeting on the Study of the North was held at the Russian
Geographical Society on May 16—24, 1920. Among the participating scientific institutions
were the Russian Mineralogical Society, the Russian Geographical Society, and the
Society of Naturalists at Petrograd University, along with the Russian Academy of Sciences
Permanent Polar Commission, the Zoological Museum of the Academy of Sciences and

? TsGA SPb. F. 2555. Op. 1. D. 64. L. 3.

1 TsGA SPb. F. 2555. Op. 1. D. 63. L. 4.

' Ibid. P. 6.

2 TsGA SPb. F. 2555. Op. 1. D. 186. L. 8.

13 TsGA SPb. F. 2555. Op. 1. D. 180. L. 60 ob.
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the Hydrological Institute'4. Thus, scientific societies were recognized as an actual part of
the system of science organization.

Natural Scientific Societies and the NEP

The transition to the New Economic Policy (NEP) in Soviet Russian began after the
official end of the Civil War. According to the Russian historian L.G. Berlyavsky, “NEP
foreshadowed the flowering of such a traditionally least bureaucratic element of the science system as
scientific societies” (Berlyavsky, 1996, p. 18). But for the scientific societies themselves, it was
not so obvious, because in 1921—1922 they were heavily criticized: “Organizations of private
societies, and even more so of societies whose personnel have positions that are definitely class hostile to
the proletariat, should not be allowed under any circumstances”!*; “The October Revolution took place.
What have the so-called lights of science done? Some of them fled abroad, and some locked themselves
up, as in bastions, within the walls of their scientists and scientific institutions and societies”'®. Indeed,
under the conditions of the financial and economic crisis, the situation was uncertain and
NEP seemed to most scientific societies “threatening”, as “the question of money was in the full
sense open”!”. Many scientific societies previously receiving subsidies were removed from
government procurement at the beginning of 1922. They began to apply to Narkompros
with a request to return the subsidies. For example, the Petrograd Society of Naturalists
tried to return not only its subsidies but even its own capital, confiscated in 1918. However,
“petition to Moscow to return the capital of society has not yet met with sympathy” 8. At the end of 1922
the society, due to its “serious significance for the state”, was accepted by Narkompros, as an
exception, for financial support®.

Archival data show that most scientific societies, deprived of state funding, from
the middle of 1922, began to receive regular subsidies. In general, from July 1, 1922, 10
scientific societies of Petrograd were included in the number of subsidized ones (the Russian
Archaeological Society, the Russian Botanical Society, the Petrograd Society of Naturalists,
the Society of Ancient Writing Amateurs, the Russian Society of Natural Science Amateurs,
the Scientific Society of Marxists, the Russian Mineralogical Society, the Russian
Paleontological Society, the Petrograd Society of Physiologists, the Russian Entomological
Society)?. Perhaps this was a consequence of the greater interest of the authorities in their
activities in comparison with other societies. It is also impossible to exclude the influence
of personal ties between leaders and activists of societies with representatives of state and
party bodies.

'* GARF. F. 2306. Op. 19. D. 174. L. 184 ob.

15 Dokladnaia zapiska SO VCHK v sekretno-operativnoe upravlenie VCHK ob obshchestvennykh
organizatsiiakh pri Narkomatakh i drugikh tsentral‘nykh uchrezhdeniiakh RSFSR (16 dekabria
1921 g.) [Report of the SB VCHK to the secret-operational management of the VCHK on public
organizations at the People’s Commissars and other central institutions of the RSFSR (December 16,
1921)], published in (Ochistim Rossiiu nadolgo..., 2008, p. 22).

16 Pravda. 1922. 1 September. P. 1.

17 TsGA SPb. F. 2555. Op. 1. D. 545. L. 23 a.
'8 Ibid. D. 546. L. 5.

1% Ibid. D. 357. L. 13.

2 Ibid. D. 418. L. 39.
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In general, the monthly state subsidy of scientific societies consisted of money for the
payment of staff positions and separate appropriations for operating expenses, and the sum
of these receipts, for example, from the Russian Society of the Russian Society of Natural
Science Amateurs in 1923 amounted to 75% of the total budget of the society, membership
fees — 12 %, income from the sale of publications — 10%, the remaining 3% — donations
from individuals®!. The monthly state subsidy to the Russian Mineralogical Society in 1924
was 30 rubles?, and the Russian Paleontological Society in the same year received 15 rubles
a month?, as did the Russian Entomological Society*.

In 1923 already 12 scientific societies of Petrograd “enjoyed the subsidy of Narkompros™?3,
and these societies had “worldwide importance™2¢.

State financial support for scientific societies was enshrined at the legislative level in
1925. On February 17, 1925 the RSFSR Council of People’s Commissars Decree approved
a list of scientific, scholarly-art, museum and nature protection institutions and societies
that were under the jurisdiction of the Main Directorate of Scientific, Artistic and Museum
Institutions (Glavnauka) of Narkompros and dependent on the state budget. There were
nine Leningrad and six Moscow scientific societies as well as 25 provincial scientific societies
and 12 offices of the Russian Geographical Society?’. The word “state” was added in the
title of six Leningrad scientific societies. Thus, the authorities additionally emphasized their
importance for the country. There were the Russian Paleontological Society, the Russian
Botanical Society and the four oldest scientific societies: the Russian Mineralogical Society
(organized in 1817), the Russian Geographic Society (1845), the Russian Entomological
Society (1859) and the Russian Physicochemical Society (1878). The other three societies
from the list were the Leningrad Society of Naturalists, the Russian Society of Nature
Science Amateurs, and the Scientific Society of Marxists. Except the latter all societies were
natural scientific organizations. Also from six Moscow societies in that list four also were
natural scientific societies: the Moscow Society of Naturalists, the Association of Physicists,
the Moscow Protistological Society, the Society of Natural Science, Anthropology and
Ethnography Amateurs at Moscow University. That testified to the special interest of Soviet
power in certain scientific fields. They were also fully funded by the state and were under the
ideological and administrative supervision of Glavnauka.

Scientific societies from that list received guarantees of funding and support.
Determination of the status of scientific societies played a significant role in their relationship
with the authorities in the first post-revolutionary decade.

21 Ibid. D. 720. L. 41, 67 ob.
2 Ibid. D. 722. L. 16.

» Ibid. D. 719. L. 13.

*Ibid. D. 727. L. 7.

» Ibid. D. 625. L. 32.

% Ibid. D. 667. L. 41.

27 SU. No. 14 (1925). Art. 95.
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Natural Scientific Societies and Re-registration Campaign

After the end of the Civil War, both local and central authorities turned their attention
to the situation with public organizations. Despite the fact that in the first years after
the revolution a number of Soviet decrees were issued, it was still necessary to create a
comprehensive legislation on public organizations.

The decree of the All-Russian Central Executive Committee and the Council of
People’s Commissars of the RSFSR “On the procedure for approving and registering societies and
unions that do not pursue the goal of making a profit, and the procedure for supervising them”, adopted
on August 3, 1922, solved the task. The decree was important for the development of public
organizations, since it formalized the foundations of their relationship with the Soviet
government bodies.

The mass re-registration of scientific societies began after the decree publication:
scientific societies submitted documents to the NKVD or to the Administrative Department
of Provincial Executive Committee, and a copy of the charter was also sent to the local body
of the Narkompros and Glavnauka in Moscow. So, the Petrograd Society of Naturalists on
January 17, 1923 was registered by Gybispolkom?.

The re-registration process of all-Russian societies assumed many difficulties as they
had to register directly in the NKVD since it took much longer to receive a response from
the center than from local authorities. The registration process was often complicated
and delayed by the outdated charters of scientific societies, which they submitted to the
authorities. The Russian Society of Natural Science Amateurs on September 7, 1922,
submitted an application and all documents for re-registration in the NKVD, but received
no response. Only on June 4, 1923, the society received a notification from the NKVD
that “the independent work of the society is recognized as inexpedient, and it is invited to join one of the
existing scientific societies, without specifying which one”*°. The society turned to the Glavnauka
with a request for support in continuing its registration as an independent one, as well as
the chairman of the society, famous revolutionary N.A. Morozov personally applied to the
NKVD. As a result, the decision was canceled, “after which the society was asked to revise its
charter in accordance with the Normal Charter”3!. Thus, the interaction between the authorities
and this natural scientific society developed in several spheres at once: administrative and
personal.

Indeed, the “Normal Charter of Scientific, Literary and Art Societies, Managed
by Glavnauka of Narkompros”, published on July 15, 1923 was undoubtedly aimed at
expanding the social membership of scientific societies, which were obliged to revise their
charters within three months in accordance to the Normal Charter. Scientific societies had
to start the process of re-registration again with new charters.

Although a few months were given for re-registration and process was often delayed,
failure to comply with the deadlines led to different consequences. The Russian Society of
Natural Science Amateurs began to re-register in 1922. Its revised charter was submitted to
the NKVD on August 4, 1923. Despite the fact that even in March 1924 the society was still

2 SU. No. 49 (1922). Art. 622.

2 TsGA SPb. F. 2555. Op. 1. D. 627. L. 13.
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not re-registered, its scientific work continued, as it received regularly government subsidies
for the publication of its journal “Mirovedenie”*.

In was noted in the Russian Geographical Society annual report of 1923 that the society
registration, which began in 1922, “was delayed in connection with the development of a normal
charter”**. In that situation the Russian Geographical Society appealed to the Petrograd
Department of Scientific Institutions with a request “to assist in accelerating the registration of
the charter”3. At the same time this request was also addressed to Glavnauka. The following
answer was received from Moscow at the end of October 1923: “from direct negotiations with
the chairman of the NKVD Administrative Department it turned out that the revised charter of the Russian
Geographical Society had been reviewed and approved by the Department of Scientific Institutions of the
NKVD”3¢. The charter of the Russian Geographical Society was eventually registered on
November 9, 1923%,

The Russian Mineralogical Society pre-revolutionary charter was revised in accordance
with the Normal one in the summer of 1923, and in September sent for registration®. At the
beginning of 1924, still not receiving an answer, the society, represented by senior geologist
of the Geological Committee D.V. Sokolov, contacted the Department of the Central
Administrative Department of the NKVD. The assistant to the head of this authority body
said that the approval of the society charter was postponed. D.V. Sokolov noted that “the
Russian Mineralogical Society is a scientific society approved by the Glavnauka”. But the assistant
objected that “now every society should bring practical benefits to the country, and if a society deals
only with scientific casuistry, then it is not needed”*. This seemed to reflect the Bolsheviks view
on soviet science in general. On November 30, 1924, the Mineralogical society applied
to the Leningrad Department of Glavnauka (LOG) for assistance in the prompt approval
of the charter and registration*. In 1925 the society wrote in its annual report that “if from
the fall of 1923 to the fall of 1924 fundamental disputes were concentrated around this charter, as well as
around other similar charters, then over the past year the whole matter was apparently completely has died
out, and society has no information about his position”4!. Indeed, despite the fact that the Russian
Mineralogical Society did not abandon its attempts to register the updated charter, making
appropriate amendments to it, the society did not succeed in re-registering its new charter.
But the existence of society was not prohibited by the authorities and it was even subsidies
by the state. Meanwhile, the society continued to function until 1929 on the basis of its
charter, approved back in 1920%.

A similar situation has developed with one of the oldest natural scientific societies —
the Russian Botanical Society — began its re-registration on the basis of the new charter
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on September 17, 1923. However, even after two years it was still not re-registered®, but
continued to receive a state subsidy, as already mentioned, it was included in the number of
“state” scientific societies in 1925.

Contrary to the Russian Mineralogical Society and the Russian Botanical Society re-
registration experiences, the Russian Paleontological Society was under threat of closure
due to impossibility of re-registration in the allotted time. The process of re-registration
began with the new society charter submission to the LOG on October 9, 1923. It was sent
to the NKVD on December 14. The charter was returned for revision, and after that, the
revised charter was ones again sent to the Glavnauka and the NKVD*. But on June 19,
1924, a notification was received from the Administrative Department of the Provincial
Executive Committe that, due to the non-approval of the charter by the NKVD, society
“must be closed after three days”#. The Russian Paleontological Society believed that on
its part all the registration formalities had been complied and the charter could have been
detained by the NKVD. The society appealed to the LOG on June 24, 1924 for help in
solving this problem*. The LOG, in turn, appealing to the Provincial Executive Committe,
asked not to liquidate the society until the notification from the NKVD#. As a result, the
Russian Paleontological Society charter was approved on July 18, 19244,

Despite the difficulties of re-registration, the number of natural scientific societies grew
steadily. For example, there were 12 natural scientific societies in Petrograd in 1922. But
in 1926 there were already 13 of them. In 1930 there were 14 natural scientific societies.
Thus, these societies, on average, accounted for more than 26 percent of the total number
of scientific societies in Petrograd-Leningrad during the 1920s.

The studied material shows that re-registration for all types of scientific societies was
difficult and lengthy, which was enhanced by the bureaucratization of the activities of the
Glavanuka and the NKVD. Most of the societies liquidated during the campaign were
humanitarian. This is another confirmation that the authorities supported primarily the
natural science, technical and medical societies. Thus, the re-registration campaign was
indicative, since the differentiated attitude of the authorities towards scientific societies was
expressed in the permission or prohibition of registration.

Government Control over Scientific Societies

The scale of governmental control over scientific societies activities gradually increased
during the 1920s.

The historian A.A. Kurepin correctly remarked that “one of the forms of bureaucratic
management of science and political control over scientific and scientific-pedagogical workers was their
quantitative and qualitative accounting control” (Kurepin, 2003, p. 44). That certainly was accurate
regarding scientific societies. Since the early 1920s, the authorities required submission of
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various questionnaires by all societies’ members. The authorities were especially interested
in the presence of party members in such associations, as including party members in
scientific societies may be regarded as a way for the regime to control membership.

One of the most detailed questionnaires was sent by the NKVD to scientific reviews
in 1925. In a short time, scientific societies were required to provide information on their
executive bodies, founders and members according to the following form: 1) surname, first
name, patronymic; 2) age; 3) residence; 4) occupation and place of work; 5) social situation
prior to 1917 and social origin; 6) political convictions and membership; 7) occupation
and place of work (under tsarism, during the period from February to October 1917, and
from October to the present); 8) criminal convictions. In addition, it was necessary to
report statistics “on numerical changes in membership for six-months periods, indicating the proportion
of workers, employees, intellectuals, etc.”#. If a society evaded these orders or failed to provide
the required information by the deadline, the associations’ officers were subjected to
administrative punishment. If the requirement was not being followed again, societies
would be a subject to closure®.

It was hardly feasible for large societies with a large number of members. For example,
the Russian Society of Natural Science Amateurs consisted of 639 members; of 540
members of the Russian Geographic Society, only resided in Leningrad, while the rest lived
in other cities — Barnaul, Chita, Irkutsk, Khabarovsk, Krasnoyarsk, Omsk, Semipalatinsk,
Vladivostok, etc.”!

The main difficulties for scientific societies were lack of an “administrative recourses that
could fulfill this task” and “in the absence of the necessary funds for this, scientific societies have been
already carrying out great accountability”2.

Despite the deadline was postponed several times, only a few scientific societies were
able to provide the necessary information. The Russian Astronomical Society on March
8, 1926, sent a summary table with personal data. However, data were presented of only
122 members, 55.45% of the society’s total members>. After two weeks the Russian
Paleontological Society reported data on 53 members (34.42%)>* . The Russian Mineralogical
Society was able to gather information on only 28 members (9%),> and even these were
submitted a month after the deadline. There were no Communist Party members in the
Russian Paleontological and Mineralogical Societies, and all their members were classified
according the social position as intellectuals®. In the Russian Astronomical Society there
were also no party members. The society included 5 workers, 15 peasants, 7 military,
19 intellectuals, 19 townspeople, 4 clergymen® by social origin, and 21 servicemen, 95
employees by occupation?®.
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Even so, after the mid-1920s ehe presence of the party members in the societies have
particularly attracted the attention of the Soviet authorities. Many societies had one- or
two-party members but most of them had none, but they regularly had to report about
it to the authorities. In the second half of the 1920s with rare exceptions, there were no
more than 2% of Party and Komsomol members, and there were no Party members in the
majority of scientific societies.

The objects of close authorities’ attention were not only numeral and social composition
of scientific societies, but also all types of their activities. It was shown by the increasingly
complex and more frequent reporting, formalization has been consistently intensified.
Throughout the 1920s control over scientific societies was carried out by three departments:
the Narkompros, the NKVD and the People’s Commissariat of Finance or their local
authorities. Scientific societies activities were controlled in various forms: minutes of all
meetings and sessions, as well as lists of officials, were delivered to the authorities, the
directions of activity were monitored through regular reporting, including on the expenditure
of estimated appropriations.

Since the mid-1920s in addition to the annual report, scientific societies were required
to submit reports on their activities every quarter. This could not but cause indignation in
scientific societies, since they were public organizations and did not have the necessary
administrative staff to carry out such work. The speech of V.A. Kazitsyn, the Russian Nature
Amateurs Society Secretary must have been presented on April 1, 1926 at the scientific
institutions subordinate to LOG directors meeting. Its abstract was sent to LOG, and, as a
result, it did not take place at the meeting. The Kazitsyn’s speech title was: “On the Scientific
Societies Reporting Forms to Administrative Oversight Bodies, Scientific-Administrative
and Financial-Control Institutions”. He noted that “scientific societies according to their charter,
approved by the NKVD, are private associations, not state institutes”, it was further emphasized
that “bureaucracy and formalism should be excluded from the work of scientific organizations, as far as
possible”?. V.A. Kazitsyn said that reporting to the NKVD was especially burdensome, since
some requirements were completely impracticable, technically inconvenient. Particularly
harsh criticism in the paper was subjected to reporting to financial control authorities,
which caused the need for accounting, correspondence, and required special paid workers,
“which is hardly rational with relatively low cash turnover”®’. The conclusions of the speech outlined
the ways to simplify the reporting that Kazitsyn proposed to the NKVD and Glavnauka.
In particular, to shorten the annual reports, as well as to allow societies to freely dispose of
subsidies, but, if possible, without reducing the amount of financial support®!.

Thus, scientific societies were functioning on the basis of new legislative norms of
1922, which were strongly corrected by the real practice of relations between the authorities
and societies. The controlling function of power in various forms manifested itself more
and more clearly. According the historian L.G. Berlyavsky, “the legislation provided that the
management of societies should be built on the basis of their initiative. However, in practice, their real
independence was limited to interference in the internal affairs of societies by the authorities, not provided
for by Soviet legislation and societies’ charters” (Berlyavsky, 2003, p. 267).

3 TsGA SPb. F. 2555. Op. 1. D. 1001. L. 49.
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Natural Scientific Societies at the turn of the 1920s-1930s

In the end of the 1920s for the authorities, the need to consolidate new requirements for
charter documents and activities of public organizations became obvious. The All-Russia
Central Executive Committee and the RSFSR Council of People’s Commissars issued “the
Regulation on Societies and Associations” on February 6, 1928%2. There were also published
the new “Model charters of scientific, literary and artistic, scientific and technical, etc. companies that have
branch offices and do not have them”®* on August 1, 1928. Scientific societies must to function
on the basis of charters agreed with one of them. In general, the new regulation and model
charters recorded many practices established by the end of the first post-revolutionary
decade in the relations between the authorities and scientific societies: the expansion of the
supervisory function of the authorities, detailed regulation of the internal life of societies,
and the formalization of their activities.

The re-registration of existing societies began in connection with the new legislation,
like the previous one in the early 1920s, proceeded very slowly. The Russian Paleontological
Society report for 1929 stated that “despite the long period of time that has elapsed since the start
of the campaign to re-register the charters of societies [...] we have not yet received official approval of
our charter in one form or another”®. Interesting, in contrast to the re-registration of the early
1920s scientific societies did not pay so much attention to this issue in correspondence with
the governmental body. It can be assumed that, based on their previous experience, they
did not hope that the authorities would strictly observe the time limit for considering their
charters and other materials, therefore, the preparation of documents for re-registration
and everything related to it did not cause the excitement and haste.

In 1929, Stalin’s “the Year of the Great Break”, a full-scale reorganization both of
the entire system of science and of public organizations began. Scientific societies were
fully involved in that processes. At the regional level the re-registration campaign was
accompanied by examination of their activities from the spring of 1929 to the summer
of 1930, eleven Leningrad societies of all scientific fields were subjected to investigation.
Among them were 5 natural scientific societies: the Russian Astronomical Society, the
Russian Botanical Society, the Russian Entomological Society, the Russian Geographical
Society, and the Society of Naturalists at Leningrad State University. Thus, almost half of
the surveyed societies were natural scientific ones.

Investigation conclusions on the Russian Mineralogical Society said that “in order to
convey a general methodological materialistic attitude, as well as individual groups of Marxist geologists,
sections of Marxist geologists should be organize from members of the society and work under the leadership
and in contact with the Communist Academy”®. The investigation commission recommended to
the Russian Geographical Society to increase its members composition by “the adequate
number of young workers with a modern ideological attitude”®. A similar recommendation was
received by the Russian Botanical Society, with the specification that “it is necessary to open
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access to the society membership for everyone interested in botany”®’. The Russian Astronomical
Society was asked “to intensify its educational work not only in the area of anti-religious, but also in
the area of popularizing publishing activities”®®. In the opinion of the commission, the Russian
Society of Natural Science Amateurs was to “more closely link the work of the society with the
economic tasks of Soviet construction and five-year plans”.

Inageneralized form, the conclusions of the investigations were submitted to Glavnauka.
All the societies investigated were accused of the absence of the CPSU members and of the
insufficient involvement of the masses and young scientists in the societies’ structure. It
was decided that societies had to become mass organizations, to link their work to the Red
Corners, reading houses and simultaneously to economic and trade union organizations’’.

According to the decision of the All-Russian Central Executive Committee and the
RSFSR Council of People’s Commissars, the re-registration of public organizations was
extended until March 1, 19307". The result was a reduction in the number of associations
throughout the country. Many scientific societies were closed for being unable to pass the
re-registration.

“The Regulation on Voluntary Societies and Associations”, approved by the All-Russian
Central Executive Committee and the RSFSR the Council of People’s Commissars on
August 30, 193072, a few months after the re-registration had been completed, was the logical
continuation. Soviet power used the 1930 Regulation as an instrument to adjust the public
sphere. The Regulation differed fundamentally from all previous Soviet documents, which,
after its publication, were nullified. The Regulation had a clearly expressed ideological
character and raised the supervision of the activities of public organization to a new level.

On the whole, the 1930 Regulation was aimed at reorganizing the system of public
associations. The societies’ activities became mass activities by “presenting the reports of these
associations to broad assemblies of workers, peasants, farmers’ collectives, by examining their activities by
workers’ brigades, and by establishing the patronage of individual enterprises over societies™”?.

“The Voluntary Societies Model Charters” were also approved. The goal of any society
was declared to be “active participation in socialist construction of the USSR as well as assistance
in strengthening the state defense”’*. The authorities’ representatives were admitted into the
societies’ councils, which was a fundamentally new feature in the charters. This meant the
total elimination of independence and the introduction of all-inclusive control over the
activities of public organizations from within.

Another re-registration began after the new Regulation and the Model Charters were
published. In Leningrad, the re-registration was accompanied by a “public review of scientific
societies”, which took place in early November 1930. Sixty-one people were involved in this
investigation and, for the first time, the primary party organizations of factories and plants
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were involved in that work. The investigation was completed by the beginning of December
19307.

In the conclusions it was said that, “societies unite the scientists of pre-revolutionary training
from the nobility, the bourgeoisie and the intelligentsia” while “the Party-Komsomol element is absent”.
It was also noted that “societies have not taken measures to attract proletarian students to their ranks,
instead passively working behind closed doors™7¢.

In the “Proposals on the basis the 1930 Investigations”, scientific societies were deemed
expedient as they could conduct important scientific research. But entire societies had to be
reorganized and their activities had to be completely subordinated to the tasks of socialist
construction. To fulfill the tasks set by the CPSU, societies were divided into groups
according to their scientific field and were attached to the relevant state institutions: the
biological group of societies (the Leningrad Society of Naturalists, the Russian Biological
Society, The Russian Botanical Societies, The Russian Entomological Society) shall be
united in associations of voluntary societies and attached to Leningrad State University;
Attach the Russian Mineralogical Society and the Russian Paleontological Society to
Leningrad Geological Research Institute and create a geological association; the Russian
Astronomical Society and the Russian Society for Natural Science Amateurs merge and
attach to Leningrad State University”’.

The short but extremely active period of Soviet rule making on public organizations
ended with the “the Law on Voluntary Associations and Unions” on July 10, 193278, The new Law
did not differ significantly from the previous one, but it was of the utmost importance in
securing the proclaimed regulatory norms. The Law was in force until the collapse of the
USSR. The relationship between the Soviet government and public organizations fixed in
it did not change.

Conclusion

Through the 1920s the relations between scientific societies and Soviet power developed
dramatically. The material above demonstrated the degree to which natural scientific
societies played a leading role in scientific societies system and they were able to maintain
considerable high position in public sphere. Among the state scientific societies, the majority
were also natural scientific societies thereby highlighting their importance and establishing
government funding for it on a permanent basis. The new regime viewed natural scientific
societies’ activity useful and intended to utilize the skills of natural scientists.

The government control over their functioning was increasing throughout the 1920s.
At the turn of 1920—1930s the political changes taking place in the country led to total
control over scientific and public spheres. Despite that natural scientific societies worked
successfully with the support of the authorities in subsequent years. It must be assumed
that those societies managed to survive not only because of the exceptional “necessity and
usefulness” of their work for the state but also due to their unconditional subordination
to Soviet power. Thus, Professor Y.S. Edelstein spoke at the Geographers Congress in
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1933 about the new tasks of the Russian Geographical Society: “The society should be a mass
organization, attracting a large element of workers to research, mobilizing the masses to carry out the
socialist construction work and uniting and coordinating their work with the work of other mass organizations”
(Bradley, 1994, p. 42).

The transformation of scientific societies into controlled mass organizations was the
result of the Great Break in science and the Cultural Revolution in the public sphere. A
scientific creativity independence and freedom inherent in the nature of scientific societies
was unacceptable to an emerging totalitarian regime. In the new socio-political realities of
the 1930s, the existence of old-style scientific societies was impossible, and the adaptation
of remaining scientific organizations became very painful experience.
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CoBeTCcKas BNacTb M eCTeCTBEHHO-HAY4Hble 00 ecTBa
B 1920-€ rr.: popmbl U CTagUM B3aMMOACUCTBUA

E.D. CuneiisHHKOBA

Cankr-Iletepbyprekuit hunuan MHCTUTYTa UCTOPUM €CTECTBO3HAHUS U TEXHUKU
um. C.U. BaBunoa PAH, Cankr-IletepOypr, Poccus; sinelnikova-elena@yandex.ru

HayuHblie o61iecTBa TpamUIIMOHHO WTPATW OYeHb BAXHYIO POJIb B aKaJIEMUYECKOM COOOIIECTBE.
OHu BHOCWIM CBOH BKJIad B (popMUpOBaHMe rpaknaHckoro obimectBa B Poccuu, onpenensim ca-
MOUIECHTU(DUKAINIO YUEHBIX, a TAKKe ObLTM 0COOEHHO BaXKHBI B KadecTBEe TUIATHOPMBI TSI TIpe-
3eHTAIU HOBOI HaydyHO! nHbopMatmu. Llenb maHHO cTaThil — OTpPEeNeTUTh MECTO U 3HAUeHHNE
€CTeCTBEHHO-HAYYHBIX OOIIECTB B CHCTEME OpPTaHMU3AIMM HAYKH, a TAaKKe MPOaHAIM3NPOBATh UX
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OTHOILIEHUSI C COBETCKOM BiacThio B 1920-e rr. B ocHOBe mcciienoBaHus JiexkaT pa3HOOOpa3Hbie
WCTOYHMKH, B TIEPBYIO OUYepellb apXUBHBIC MaTepUaIbl €CTECTBEHHO-HAYIHBIX OOIIECTB U Tocynap-
CTBEHHBIX CTPYKTYp, KOTOpbIe XpaHsaTcs B ['ocymapctBeHHOM apxuBe Poccuiickoit ®enepannn,
Cankr-Ilerepoyprckom otneineHun ApxuBa PAH, LleHTpasbHOM rocygapcTBEHHOM apXuBe.
Cankr-ITerepOypra u ap. B cratbe paccMaTpuBarOTCsI 3aKOHOAATEIbHBIE U HOPMATUBHBIE OCHOBBI
B3aMMOOTHOIIIEHWI COBETCKOM BJIACTHU C €CTECTBEHHO-HAYYHBIMU 00IIIeCTBAMU, (OPMBI KOHTPOJIST
3a UX IeSATeJIbHOCTBIO U TOCYIapCTBEHHOM MOIIEPKKH. B 11€10M OTHOIIIEHUST COBETCKOM BJIACTH C
€CTECTBEHHO-HayYHbIMU o011IecTBaMU B 1920-e I'T. MOXXHO 0XapaKTepu30BaTh KaK MPOTUBOPEUU-
Bble. C OHOI CTOPOHBI, BIACTh CUMTANA ACSITEIbHOCTb €CTECTBEHHO-HAYYHBIX OOIIIECTB MTOJIE3HOM
U TofepkuBaia e€. B cucreMe HaydHBIX OOIIECTB JTUIUPYIOIINE TTO3UIIMKA 3aHMMAaI eCTeCTBEH-
HO-HayuyHble opraHuzaluu. C Opyroit CTOpoHbI, Ha MpOTsKeHUuu 1920-x IT. rocyaapCTBEHHBbII
KOHTPOJIb HaJl X (QYHKIIMOHUPOBAHWEM YCUIIMBAJICS, OMHOBPEMEHHO C 9TUM, POCJIa M perjlaMeHTa-
1ust ux padotsl. Ha pyboexe 1920—1930-x rr. moautuyeckue U3MEHeHUsI, TPOUCXOISIINE B CTpaHe,
00yCJIOBWIN TIEpeXoll K TOTATbHOMY KOHTPOJIIO Hall HAyYHOM M OOIIECTBEHHOM cdepaMu KU3HI
CTpaHBbI.

Karoueswie caosa: HayuHble 0011IeCTBa, HayKa U BJIACTh, OOIIECTBEHHbIE OpraHU3alliu, CoLlMaIbHas
HWCTOPUST POCCUICKOIN HAYKH, CUCTEMa OpraHM3alliyi HayKH.
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The history of the Russian Eugenics Society that was created in 1920 and existed till 1929 is
reconstructed from the archival documents. The discussion of eugenic problems coincided in time
with the development of genetics in Russia. It was no accident that fascination with genetics among the
scientists who received their university education in natural science and began their scientific career
in the traditional biological disciplines such as comparative morphology, entomology, hydrobiology,
and anthropology (N.K. Koltsov, A.S. Serebrovsky, Yu.A. Filipchenko (J. Philiptschenko), and V.V.
Bunak) prompted them later to look into anthropogenetics. Classical scientific traditions facilitated
the development of eugenics in Russia as a scientific discipline with its own methodological framework
and advanced research techniques. By the late 1920s, the chapters of the Russian Eugenics Society
were engaging in extensive scientific and educational work. While the Moscow Chapter explored
the broadest range of research areas, the Leningrad Chapter mostly focused on sociodemographic
studies, the Odessa eugenists concentrated on promoting the ideas of the new science, and, in Saratov,
the eugenics approach was used to address the vital medical problems such as the spread of various
diseases and the elucidation of their causes, controlling abortions and sexually transmitted diseases,
and prevention of hereditary anomalies. In contrast to the eugenics societies in other countries, the
Russian Eugenics Society was governed by strict scientific standards and skepticism towards pseudo-
scientific utopias. In the Russian tradition, eugenics was equaled with anthropogenetics. Therefore,
the historical period of the formation of eugenics may be justly regarded as a stage in the history of
human genetics in Russia.

Keywords: Russian Eugenics Society, Russian Journal of Eugenics (Russkii Evgenicheskii Zhurnal),
human heredity research, science popularisation, science and power

The history of Russian eugenics is rooted in the 19th century when the ideas of
bettering physical and mental traits of human beings by controlling heredity-tainting
factors. The founder of eugenics, the doctrine of bettering human heredity, was Francis
Galton (1822—1911). It was Galton who introduced the term “eugenics” (from Greek
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€0- ‘good’ and yévoc — ‘born’) in 1883. Galton’s ideas of regulating marriages in order to
get the traits that are beneficial for the society fixed in the progeny began to spread across
many countries of the world. Eugenics societies appeared in a number of countries in the
first decades of the 20th century. A number of major works authored by the historians of
science review the processes of formation of national eugenics societies and organisations
in various countries. Thus, the works by G.R. Searle (Searle, 1976, 1998) and R.A. Soloway
(Soloway, 1990) are devoted to the history of the eugenics movement in the UK; by A.
McLaren (McLaren, 1990), in Canada; by D. Kevles (Kevles, 1995, 1998, 1999), N.H.
Rafter (Rafter, 1988), I.R. Dowbiggin (Dowbiggin, 1997), E. Black (Black, 2003), and R.
Marcattilio-McCracken (Marcattilio-McCracken, 2017), in the US; by Z. Suzuki (Suzuki,
1975), in Japan; M. Tydén (Tydén, 2000), in Sweden; by G. Broberg and N. Roll-Hansen
(Broberg, Roll-Hansen, 1996; Roll-Hansen, 2017), in Denmark, Sweden, Nowrway, and
Finland; and by R. Alvarez Peldez (Alvarez Peldez, 1988), in Spain. Various aspects of the
eugenics movement in France were described by A. Carol (Carol, 1995), J.-P. Gaudilliere
(Gaudilliere, 1997), A. Rosental (Rosental, 2012), P.-A. Taguieff (Taguieff, 1991), and L.
Mucchielli (Mucchielli L., 2000).

Having originated in the US and Europe, the eugenics movement quickly spread to
and across Russia. The Russian Eugenics Society (‘Russkoye evgenicheskoye obshchestvo,
REO’) was organised in 1920. Although REQO’s history, membership composition, and main
lines of work are covered in the works by the Russian (Babkov, 2008, 2013; Pchelov, 2004,
2008) and international (Graham, 1977; Adams, 1989, 1990a, 1990b; Krementsov, 2011,
2014, 2015a, 2015b) historians of science, certain aspects of REO’s activities (financial,
scientific, training, and educational) remained underexplored. We will attempt to fill the
historical gaps and clarify some details of REO’s history and operations.

The eugenic ideas sparked interest in Russia back in the late 19th century. A translation
of Galton’s “Hereditary Genius, its Laws and Consequences” was published in Russia by
the publishing house of the journal “Znanie” in 1875 (Galton, 1875). However, eugenics
as a research area only began to develop in the first decades of the Soviet era. V.V. Babkov
wrote that “the mental context for the discussion of the ideas of eugenics” was rather peculiar: in
Russia, it was medical professionals and biologists who became enthusiastic about eugenics
in the 1910s and 1920s (Babkov, 2008, p. 27). They discussed the problem of the fatal
degeneration of the population, the association of genius with physiognomic traits, and
the possibility of manipulating physical and mental abilities. Russian eugenics movement,
in a way, became a predecessor of a number of research areas such as medical genetics,
behavioural genetics, and ethnogenetics, which is mentioned in the articles by different
authors (Gershenzon, Buzhievskaya, 1996; Korochkin, 2004; Korochkin, Romanova,
2007; Babkov, 1998a, 1998b, 2001, 2006).

The first official eugenic laboratory was established in Russia at the Institute of
Experimental Biology (‘IEB’), the country’s then leading scientific centre for experimental
biology, in 1920. The Institute of Experimental Biology itself was organised in 1917,
funded by the Moscow Society of Scientific Institutes, and its first director was Nikolai
Konstantinovich Koltsov. Creation of IEB provided an opportunity for Koltsov to integrate
a number of the latest research areas in biology so as to comprehensively explore various
biological problems, using physicochemical research methods.

In the summer of 1920, Koltsov organised at the Institute of Experimental Biology a
Eugenics Department with Yury Alexandrovich Filipchenko (also known in the literature as
J. Philiptschenko) as its head. Filipchenko was hired on the IEB staff at the Board Meeting
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of the State Scientific Institute of Public Health (‘GINZ’) under the People’s Commissariat
for Public Health on 30 June 1920'. Initially the Eugenics Department was located in
Petrograd (continued to be called Petersburg by the scientists in their publications), which
complicated its work, as all organisational activities concerned with the Department’s
operations had to be carried out in Moscow. Thus, due to the difficulties with receiving
advance salaries by the Eugenics Department’s staff members, Koltsov had to issue one
big paycheck to Filipchenko who, during his visits to Moscow, could receive a huge
sum amounting to 100,000 rubles, intended for overhead costs and salaries of non-staff
researchers?.

In the late 1920, however, Filipchenko decided to quit IEB and Viktor Valerianovich
Bunak was invited to head the Eugenics Department since 1 December 19203, Quitting his
job with the Eugenics Department allowed Filipchenko to plunge into science-organising
work in Petrograd. The narrow limits of the Eugenics Department, however, precluded
rapid expansion of the scientific and educational work in the field of eugenics, which
necessitated involving in this work the professionals from different disciplines as well as
everyone interested in the issues of human heredity. On the initiative of a meeting at the
Biological Department of the Museum of Social Hygiene, a constituent meeting of those
interested in eugenics was held in October 1920 and the Russian Eugenics Society was
organised under the auspices of GINZ in November the same year. N.K. Koltsov became
the Chairman of the new society.

The Russian Eugenics Society was formally established and its members were registered
during its first meeting held at the Institute of Experimental Biology on 19 November 1920.

In addition to scientific studies in eugenics, the Society planned to expand the scope
of its activities and open a special “Society for Eugenics Propaganda.” Many scientific
researchers in the field of biology, medicine, sociology, and psychology joined the Russian
Eugenics Society. In 1921 only, 17 sessions were held, during which 24 papers on the issues
of heredity, selection, and demography were heard. Those invited to the Society’s meetings
included scientists, students and everyone interested in human heredity and its regulation.
Apart from discussing the papers presented at the meetings, the Society began to work to
organise studies in the field of eugenics.

It was stipulated in the Constitution of the Russian Eugenics Society that it pursued
the objective of uniting scientific researchers in the field of eugenics and race hygiene in
Russia and conducting relevant scientific research, spreading the respective knowledge, and
arousing interest for the Society’s objectives among wider public.

To carry out the work in these areas, the Society planned the following: to hear and
discuss papers and presentations devoted to eugenics; to organise public disputes; to open
training courses; to organise scientific observations, collection of materials, scientific trips
and expeditions; to set up laboratories, experiment stations, observation points, museums,
and exhibitions; to create specialised libraries; to confer awards for the results of scientific
research; to organise congresses; and to open the Society’s chapters in various localities*.

! Arkhiv Rossiiskoi akademii nauk [Archive of the Russian Academy of Sciences]. (ARAN).. F.
570.0p. 1. D. 1. L. 17.

2 ARAN. F. 570.Op. 1. D. 1. L. 58.
3 ARAN. F. 570. Op. 1. D. 2. L. 42.
+ ARAN. F. 450. Op. 4. D. 62. L. 6.



STUDIES IN THE HISTORY OF BIOLOGY. 2021. Volume 13. No. 2 55

The Membership in the Russian Eugenics Society was voluntary. The Society united
everyone interested in eugenics and among its members were the representatives of different
professions, which broadened the range of themes of scientific presentations and extended
the scope of activities of the eugenics movement.

During the first year of its existence, the Society developed and disseminated the family
questionnaires for everyone who wished to participate in the eugenic survey. In addition
to this, special questionnaires were prepared for the studies on genetic genealogies and
genealogy of hereditary physical and mental traits.

N.K. Koltsov remained the Society’s Chairman throughout its entire history (from
1920 to 1929). The Society established a Bureau (1920) to perform administrative and
management functions, with Koltsov as Chairman of the REO Bureau and V.V. Bunak as
its Academic Secretary. Other members of the Bureau were T.I. Tudin, A.S. Serebrovskii
(Serebrovsky), and N.V. Bogoyavlenskii (Bogoiaviensky). In 1923, M.V. Volotskoi joined
the Bureau as the Society’s Academic Secretary while Bunak remained a member of the
Bureau. A.N. Sysin and V.V. Sakharov joined the Bureau in 1924.

The number of the Society’s members was steadily growing from year to year. Thus,
with 77 members in 1922 and 95 members in 1923 (Iz otcheta..., 1924, p. 66—67), the
Society counted 129 members by the end of 1924 (Otchet..., 1925, p. 85).

Created in 1920 and located in Moscow, the Russian Eugenics Society was inseparable
from the activities of the Eugenic Department of the Institute of Experimental Biology.
After quitting the post as the Head of the Eugenic Department, Yu.A. Filipchenko set about
organising the eugenic work in Petrograd.

The Bureau of Eugenics in Petrograd was set up under the Commission for the
Study of Russia’s Natural Productive Forces (‘Komissiia po izucheniiu estestvennykh
proizvoditelnykh sil Rossii, KEPS’) of the Russian Academy of Sciences (‘RAN’) in 1921.
The Bureau was initially hosted in Filipchenko’s apartment. This is how he describes the
organisation of his brainchild:

[I] got involved with KEPS owing to A.E. Fersman’s support and my modest flat is now dignified with a
title of “KEPS Eugenics Bureau under RAN.” It might help a little, as [I] did it rather out of the necessity to
have a signboard and a flag; but [I] still work alone and, for a while, intend to do without coworkers, for it is
hard to find the right ones and, with those who are not the right ones, there’d be too much fuss®.

Yu.A. Filipchenko soon invited T.K. Lepin and Ya.Ya. Lus, the first graduates from
Petrograd’s University’s Department of Genetics, to work at the Bureau. Together with
these young researchers, Yury Alexandrovich carried out a study of the inheritance of
morphological traits and mental abilities in humans (Filipchenko, 1922a).

The autonomy of the Bureau of Eugenics in Petrograd was strengthening from year to
year due to deteriorating communications between Filipchenko and Koltsov. In 1922, Yury
Alexandrovich wrote to his Moscow colleague and head of the Russian Eugenics Society:

Allow me just to say a few words concerning a rebuke for breaking up our forces and the absence of
connections with each other, which | sensed addressed at me in your letter and which seems not quite fair
to me. | am guilty of only one thing: namely, of having resigned from your Department two years ago and
setting to work independently. However, looking back, | believe that it has been a quite right thing to do. My

S ARAN. F. 450. Op. 3. D. 153. L. 5.
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absence did not prevent you and your coworkers from quite productively working in Moscow while | and my
assistants succeeded in doing something here®.

The lack of proper communications with Koltsov worried Filipchenko a lot. In
February 1921, Filipchenko received a draft questionnaire developed by the IEB researches.
He wrote a long letter about the content of this questionnaire, in which he expressed his
wishes concerning its improvement. In this letter, he also asked to send him the agendas
of the Eugenics Society’s meeting so as to be aware of what was going on in Moscow.
Yury Alexandrovich repeated his request in his letter of 9 December 1921 when he sent his
pamphlets to Koltsov. However, no meeting agenda has been sent to him. In the meantime,
Yu.A. received from Nikolai Konstantinovich a news of the preparation for publication of
“Russkii evgenicheskii zhurnal”; however, this letter only contained one phrase inviting
Filipchenko to collaborate with the journal without an express proposal to join its editorial
board. In his letter to Koltsov, Yu.A. wrote:

Had | known about the latter [«Russkii evgenicheskii zhurnal»] in time, | would have, first, been obliged
to participate more actively and, perhaps, would not have thought about my own journal but, | repeat, |
have only learned about it from your letter and have not even seen my name in [the issue] No. 1 of «Russkii
evgenicheskii zhurnal», even though | have read it very carefully. | will be honest with you, | have become
convinced that both | and my Bureau are of no worth for you. | have found in the bibliographical section of
[the issue] No. 1 of your journal the reviews of rather minor articles from “Lancet” but no mention whatsoever
of my pamphlets, which are, after all, the first attempt at this kind of publications in Russia, and which | am
actively disseminating everywhere possible, for we have no other publications of this kind. | hope you won'’t
see in this comment the results of wounded author’s pride since, if | do have it, then it is not in relation to
these brochures’.

Having become the head of the REO Petrograd Chapter in 1924, Filipchenko tried to
set about a larger-scale work to study heritable traits in humans. In his opinion, the eugenic
studies in Petrograd/Leningrad were organised much less efficiently than in Moscow for a
number of reasons. In his letter to Koltsov, he wrote with regret:

Working in Moscow, you are probably in a somewhat better situation than we are here. You have even
managed to purchase literature and so on while we here only have what our foreign colleagues will send
us as hand-outs. Most of the costs have to be paid from our own pockets and, in such situation, ordering
books is out of question?.

In the first years of its existence, the Society’s membership grew significantly, with new
members attracted from across Russia. In 1924, REO achieved the status of the all-union
society. Subsequently REO comprised four chapters in Moscow, Petrograd, Saratov and
Odessa. While the work of the Moscow and Petrograd/Leningrad chapters is reflected in
some archival documents and articles published in specialised journals, it has been extremely
difficult to find any records and documents concerned with the organisation and activities
of the Saratov and Odessa Chapters.

¢ ARAN. F. 450. Op. 3. D. 153. L. 6.
7 ARAN. F. 450. Op. 3. D. 153. L. 6.
8 ARAN. F. 450. Op. 3. D. 153. L. 6.
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The collection of documents related to N.K. Koltsov at the Archive of the Russian
Academy of Sciences contains a letter from the Chairman of the Odessa Chapter of the
Russian Eugenics Society, Professor Nikolai Nikolaevich Kostyamin of 28 June 1923. Prof.
Kostyamin, a graduate from the Military Medical Academy in St. Petersburg, specialised
in hygiene. In the 1920s, Kostyamin worked at the Institute of Hygiene (located at 4
Olgievskaya ulitsa in Odessa), of the Medical Academy that was founded in 1920 as a result
of reorganisation of the Medical Faculty of the New Russian University, and reorganised
into the Odessa Medical Institute in 1921.

It follows from Kostyamin’s letter to the Chairman of the Russian Eugenics Society
that the Odessa Chapter had very few contacts with the Moscow Chapter and had neither
administrative support from the local authorities nor an official status. The Chairman of the
Odessa Chapter wrote:

The Odessa Chapter deeply believes and hopes that, with your further assistance and owing to your
valuable instructions, it will germinate and, being closely connected to REQ in your charge, develop its work
to broaden the tasks of both profound scientific interest and large nationwide practical importance for the
country’s culture and progress. We kindly ask you to send us <...> a copy of a resolution by the REO Board
or by Glavnauka [Principal Administration for Scientific, Art and Museum Institutions], concerned with the
creation of the REO Chapter in Odessa. This is necessary for formalising the existence of our Chapter, for
registering locally with the local administrative bodies, which will give us an opportunity to convene public
sessions as well as to recruit new members °.

In anotherletter Kostyamin writes, “Here, in Odessa, the understanding of the scientific discipline
of eugenics is too vague and impossibly primitive.” '° In the same letter he provides an example of
how, in 1920, he spoke on the issues of higher medical education at a scientific collegium in
the presence of scientists of different specialities: physiologists, surgeons, histologists, and
embryologists. In his presentation Kostyamin pointed out to the necessity of establishing
chairs for the preventive medicine disciplines such as social hygiene and occupational
hygiene, including the chair of eugenics. The professors responded with derision and began
to ask what practical classes were proposed to be conducted at the chair of eugenics. Nikolai
Nikolaevich wrote with regret:

Of course, my idea has not met with success. We have no literature at all. At the same time, it is
absolutely necessary to foster large-scale propaganda of eugenics, for the new Russia needs new people,
needs betterment (physical, spiritual, and moral) of the growing generation, this mainstay of our race; the
cadre of professionals in this area ought to be trained. <...> | am appealing to you as a representative of
a highly competent scientific organisation <...> for your assistance in the matter of educating the Odessa
Society. How can our Institute obtain all the literature from recent years? My request for providing funds has
not been granted to this day and we are sitting in the dark!".

Nikolai Nikolaevich Kostyamin met a tragic fate. The 1930s saw the mass arrests
of the intelligentsia across the Ukrainian SSR. V.A. Smirnov described how Vladimir
Petrovich Filatov (1875—1956), Professor at the Medical Faculty of the Imperial New

9 ARAN. F. 450. Op. 4. D. 62. L. 9.
' ARAN. F.450.Op. 4. D.48. L. 1.
'"ARAN. F. 450. Op. 4. D. 48. L. 2.
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Russian University (in 1921, reorganised into the Odessa Medical Institute) since 1911,
Chair of the Department of Eye Diseases, was arrested by the OGPU (Joint State Political
Directorate) in February 1931. He was accused of being involved in a secret White Guard
organisation. The membership lists of a fictional anti-Soviet organisation were beaten out of
Filatov and N.N. Kostyamin undeservingly happened to be on one of these lists (Smirnov,
2005). Based on the documents from the KGB Archive, V.R. Faitelberg-Blank and V.A.
Savchenko established that N.N. Kostyamin was arrested in 1931 and his further fate
remains unknown — like the fates of many other wrongfully convicted citizens (Faitelberg-
Blank, Savchenko, 2001, p. 4).

The reports on the activities of the Russian Eugenics Society, prepared by Professor
M.P. Kutanin and published in “Russkii evgenicheskii zhurnal (Russian Journal of
Eugenics)”, helped to reconstruct the history of the Saratov Chapter (Kutanin, 1927,
1928). The idea of creating such chapter in Saratov emerged in 1923. An initiative group
consisting of Dr. P.P. Pod’yapolskii, Prof. M.P. Kutanin, and Dr. A.N. Nikolskii prepared
an appeal to the scientists and general public of the city of Saratov with a request to partake
in new initiatives. This appeal was signed by the following Saratov scientists: Professors V.S.
Elpatievskii, N.M. Kakushkin, A.A. Bogomolets, and V.V. Golubev; Drs. P.N. Solov, I.V.
Vyazemskii, A.I. Kovalev, S.M. Zhelikhovskii, A.I. Domracheva, A.B. Rabinovich, M.N.
Solovieva, and A.M. Kantorovich.

During the first meeting of the initiative group on 29 December 1923, its Constitution
and petition were prepared. These documents were submitted for approval to the Saratov
administration (Executive Committee of the Saratov Soviet of People’s Deputies). The first
session of the Saratov Eugenics Society was held on 18 May 1924. In 1925, the Saratov
Eugenics Society became a Chapter of the Russian Eugenics Society.

The Board of the Saratov Chapter included Professors M.P. Kutanin, A.A. Bogomolets,
N.M. Kakushkin, and G.K. Meister, and Drs. M.M. Generozova, A.B. Rabinovich, and
M.V. Soloviev (Kutanin, 1927).

The Saratov Society was chaired by Mikhail Pavlovich Kutanin (1883—1976),
a prominent Russian psychiatrist, the father of the Russian school of hypnosis and the
founder of the Department of Psychiatry at the Saratov Medical Institute where, in the
Soviet era, the works by the western classics of psychoanalysis were studied despite
prohibitions. M.P. was the first to use bibliotherapy, i.e. extensive reading, as a method for
treating psychiatric disorders. A pupil of S.S. Korsakov, Kutanin followed in the footsteps
of his teacher in the field of psychiatry, studying mental disorders among the population.
A large mass of collected data allowed him to establish the annual increase in psychiatric
disorders, which later influenced the formation of his eugenic outlook.

For Kutanin, the main objective of eugenics was promoting medical and biological
knowledge among the population. In 1925, he traveled to several Russian cities (Nizhny
Novgorod, Penza, Astrakhan, and other cities of the Volga Basin) to deliver public lectures.

A number of scientific studies of inherited human traits were carried out with the
assistance of the Saratov Chapter of the Russian Eugenics Society. The R-6742 fonds of the
M. Gorky All-Union Institute of Experimental Medicine at the State Archive of the Russian
Federation (‘GARF’) holds an unpublished work of P.V. Zabolotnikov, titled “Clinico-
genetic studies of polydactyly and syndactyly,” that was conducted on the initiative of the
Saratov Chapter!?.

12 GARF. F. P-6742. Op. 1. D. 261.
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Zabolotnikov began his research at the Saratov Medical Institute. He conducted a
clinico-genetic study of syndactyly and polydactyly, which included the reconstruction of
genealogies with detailed descriptions of identified anomalies. He analysed a total of 35
family genealogies, covering 2304 individuals.

To determine the frequency of polydactyly, he examined the records of maternity ward
at the Saratov Municipal Hospital No. 1 as well as of the Saratov Medical Institute’s clinic
of obstetrics and gynaecology. He found that, from 1925 to 1932, the frequency of birth of
children with polydactyly comprised 0.034 percent.

Zabolotnikov’s studies on polydactyly were not limited to the Saratov region. In 1936,
he went to a Tatar village of Demerdzi on the south coast of Crimea, which was rumoured
to be a place where many local inhabitants had this anomaly. Having reconstructed the
genealogies of the inhabitants of Demerdzhi, the scientist concluded that polydactyly is
inherited in a dominant manner. He identified six different types of polydactyly, each
determined by a dominant gene with different phenotypic expressions. P.V. Zabolotnikov
wrote that, in different geographic populations, the same gene of polydactyly is expressed
to a different degree'>.

The Society’s Chapters shared the Bureau (Presidium) of the Russian Eugenics Society,
which was in charge of exchanging scientific publications, conducted joint meetings,
sessions, and conferences, and helped young scientists with scientific internships. The
Society’s Chapters were able to make significant contributions to the development of human
genetics and popularisation of scientific knowledge due to a large number of professionals
in different areas, attracted by these Chapters, the extensive efforts of some leaders of the
eugenics movement, and the interest in the eugenics problems among wider public.

The Russian Eugenics Society needed sufficient funding for its day-to-day activities.
Although its members mostly worked from sheer enthusiasm, money was needed for the
Society’s publishing activities, for purchasing specialist literature, and for organising the
research and educational work. The money partly came from the Academic Centre of the
People’s Commissariat for Education and the People’s Commissariat for Public Health,
partly from private donations, and partly from the proceeds of public lectures.

N.K. Koltsov was an excellent manager, able to extract money for the studies on human
heredity. During the first year of REO’s operations, he managed to secure funding for the
development of special eugenic questionnaires from GINZ. For this work, T.I. Tudin,
V.V. Bunak, and N.K. Koltsov were paid 15,000 rubles each and A.S. Serebrovsky received
7,500 rubles'. For comparison, Koltsov’s monthly salary as director of the Institute
comprised 4,800 rubles.

Being a talented organiser, Koltsov was able to see eye to eye with the Party leaders,
Presidium of the USSR Academy of Sciences, People’s Commissariat for Public Health
(‘Narkomzdrav’), and public organisations. He was in correspondence with N.A. Semashko
and A.M. Gorky, gave lectures on the radio, and participated in the international eugenics
congresses and meetings. The REO Chairman’s extensive efforts, patronage on the part of
the Party leadership, large-scale propaganda of the eugenic knowledge — all of this helped
to attract public and private funds to the Society’s treasury.

The Society’s meetings were held quite often, sometimes up to three times a
month. With most of the REO members being on staff at the Institute of Experimental

B Ibid. 1. 65.
* ARAN. F. 570. Op. 1. D.2 L. 36.
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Biology, and N.K. Koltsov also being in charge of both the Society and the Institute, the
Society’s meetings were mostly held at the Institute. Sometimes public sessions were held at
the House of Scientists at 14 Prechistenka.
After the REO Chapters were organised, the regional meetings pursing the
education and training goals began to be held in Petrograd/Leningrad, Saratov and Odessa.
The Society’s permanent printed mouthpiece was “Russkii evgenicheskii zhurnal”,
REZh (“Russian Journal of Eugenics™). Seven volumes (25 issues) of REZh were published
from 1922 to 1929. The Petrograd Bureau of Eugenics also began to publish its own journal,
“Izvestiya Byuro po evgenike,” in 1922.
N.K. Koltsov was against simultaneously publishing two eugenic journals in Russia,
which is obvious from a letter written to him by Yu.A. Filipchenko on 8 October 1922:

As regards your general opinion that two eugenic journals are an unnecessary luxury for Russia, you
are right, of course, and it's worth thinking about. However, essentially, if “Russkii evgenicheskii zhurnal”
remains of the same character as its [issue] No. 1 (which | have read with a keen interest), our publications
will be rather dissimilar to each other. While broad, general articles prevail in your journal, for which [the
issue] No. 1 reminded me of “The Eugenics Review,” which is comprehensible for a wide audience, we will
offer in our No. 1 something like Davenport’s “Bulletins,” a rather crude account of the results obtained by
us, that will be of interest mainly for specialists '°.

Soviet scientific periodicals devoted to eugenics that began to be simultaneously
published in 1922 had a huge role in the propaganda of eugenic ideas. In addition to original
articles, one could find there critical reviews, brief communications, reports on the Society’s
activities, critique and bibliographies, as well as the reviews of Russian and international
publications. Both of these journals, “Russkii evgenicheskii zhurnal” and “Izvestiya Byuro
po evgenike”, were distinguished for the diversity of the authors’ scientific positions,
discussions of topical issues in anthropogenetics and anthropotechnics, and inviting
prominent Russian and international scientists to publish their works in these journals.

Presently, these journals provide a most valuable source for reconstructing the history of
Russian eugenics. Examining the content of their issues allows to elucidate how new ideas
about human genetics penetrated the Russian scientific tradition.

Russian eugenists regarded the studies on human heredity with the participation of as
many different professionals (geneticists, cytologists, biochemists, anthropologists, medical
professionals, psychologists, etc.) as possible as one of their high priority lines of work.

Many REO members, inspired by the far-reaching ideas of improving the species of
Homo sapiens were promoting research projects on the studies of inherited human traits.
The Head of REO N.K. Koltsov acknowledged the existence of huge reserves of hereditary
variation among humans. Some people possess considerable physical strength and robust
physique while others may be physically weak but intellectually advanced. Mental and
physical traits inherited from parents may be extremely diverse. All these traits can be
passed on from parents to children more or less independently, in accordance with certain
Mendelian laws.

Koltsov was aware that the studies of inherited potential abilities in humans was
complicated by the impossibility of experimental works. He regarded the method of
observation as the most suitable for this purpose despite its many limitations. Besides, in

15 ARAN. F. 450. Op. 3. D. 153. p. 6.
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Koltsov’s opinion, for many human traits, it would be difficult to compare the roles of nature
and environment in their formation. Therefore the researchers into human genetics seldom
focused their attention on the traits such as musical or mathematical abilities. The traits
that were analysed most often were those unaffected by living conditions, environment and
nurture (Koltsov, 1924).

Like many eugenists of the first half of the 20th century, Koltsov was interested in
the heritability of mental and psychic traits in humans and perused the literature on
psychology and physiology of higher nervous activity. He attached great importance to
the studies of chemical, or rather hormonal, regulation of various behaviours. Although
Koltsov acknowledged I.P. Pavlov’s concept of nervous reflexes, he believed that substances
released into human blood play a no less important role in the organism. Koltsov believed
that ability to produce certain substances is also transmitted genetically. He concluded that
many psychic characteristics such as temperament, emotionality, and drives are a product
of inherited potential (Koltsov, 1924).

The analysis of the heritability of complicated characteristics such as psychic features
remained a stumbling block for the eugenists. These characteristics did not easily fit into
the simple scheme of Mendelian heredity. A more detailed study of the genetics of psychic
features required time. Having taken interest in this problem, Koltsov attempted to analyse the
transmission of psychic characteristics, using the genealogical method. He initiated a series of
research works, carried out by the researchers from the Institute of Experimental Biology,
in which they reconstructed the genealogies of different people (including the 1EB stuff),
capturing individual personal qualities of each proband and their relatives. Koltsov believed
that this work would shed light on the mechanism of inheriting different traits of character.

Koltsov regarded the studies of geniuses as one of the most important areas in eugenics.
He hoped that science would thus be able to understand the mechanism of the emergence
of talents, manifested by prominent individuals. He was convinced that personality can
develop in very diverse types of environment. Both extraordinary and very ordinary people
can be simultaneously raised in the presence of the same external factors. He believed it to
be the result of varying inherited potential. His first article on the genealogies of geniuses
was devoted to those of Charles Darwin and Francis Galton (Koltsov, 1922). For Koltsov,
the fact of these scientists being related to each other (they shared the common grandparent
Erasmus Darwin) was a proof of hereditary transmission of outstanding abilities.

N.K. Koltsov’s next work on this topic was titled “The genealogies of our vydvizhentsy”
(Koltsov, 1926). He became interested in this problem, as, for the so-called vydvizhentsy
(self-made men), the role of environment in the making of a talent was eliminated. While
the great writers, scientists, and artists in pre-revolutionary Russia were usually those who
received an all-around education since early childhood, many of the vydvizhentsy of the
Soviet era had grown up without proper upbringing and education and no favourable
conditions, conducive to the development of their talents, had been available to them.

In his study Koltsov attempted to prove that many of the prominent individuals’ qualities
were inherited. For instance, Maxim Gorky inherited his propensity for literary narrative
from his grandmother who was a natural storyteller. The genealogies of F.I. Shalyapin, N.P.
Kravkov, and L.M. Leonov allowed Koltsov to conclude that the genotype composition
of common Russian people was very rich. Geniuses can emerge from among the popular
masses; they only need proper conditions for this.

N.K. Koltsov did not deny the role of the external factors in the manifestation of traits.
He used a new concept of “euthenics” to designate external conditions, conducive to the
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activation (manifestation) of inherited germs'®. At the time, genetics operated the concepts
of “genes (determiners)” and “phenes.” Genes were understood as hereditary germs innate
in the gametes and phenes, as external characters of the organism that depended on certain
genes and conditions for their manifestation.

In regard to genes, N.K. Koltsov emphasised that they possess great endurance that is
difficult to change of one’s own volition — at the best, this might be achieved by inducing
artificial mutations. Therefore practical eugenic measures only came down to artificial
selection for a purpose of propagation of valuable genotypes and preventing the propagation
of genotypes that are regarded as bad'’.

In Koltsov’sopinion, euthenics had a particularly important role in the improvement
of physical traits and capacities in humans. He believed that in humans, more that in any
other animal and plant species, the phenotype is determined by the external conditions. An
example of this could be children, raised in the conditions of poor hygiene and nutrition,
which, to a great extend weakened their natural ability to resist infections. On the contrary,
both the upbringing and living in good conditions enhances the child’s innate strengths
and resistance to some diseases. Hygiene, particularly social hygiene, physical culture, and
maternal and child welfare, is a powerful instrument of euthenics.

Koltsov wrote:

Man is born without a single conditioned reflex while the reserve of his innate unconditioned reflexes is
absolutely insufficient for sustaining his existence, because in this respect Man is less endowed by nature
than other animal species (especially insects) that possess inborn instincts that sufficiently regulate all of
their behaviour. Moreover, Man is a gregarious organism whose existence is probably impossible without
social environment. It is only in a fictional or poorly conceived piece of writing that baby Tarzan managed
to grow up and even learn language without seeing a single human being. In reality, it is obvious that only
the abilities for spoken language are innate in human genotype while speech itself, as well as the rest of
the system of conditioned reflexes, is bestowed by the external social environment with the great wealth,
accumulated by the humanity and passed on from generation to generation. Therefore the entire child-
rearing system belongs to the realm of euthenics'®.

Koltsov admitted that genetic traits could not be always easily determined from the
observed external phenotype. If a person grew up in good hygienic conditions and received a
good upbringing and education, and still remained physically weak and feeble-minded, one
may conclude, fairly enough, about this person’s physical and mental inferiority. However,
such conclusion may not be made about an individual who developed in an unfavourable
environment: a sickly worker, lead-poisoned since childhood, could have actually been
endowed by nature with good health and physical strength that he may pass to his offspring.
“A shepherd playing his own compositions on a reed pipe may turn out to be a more gifted musician than
some untalented piano player who has been trained in music since childhood” '°.

Most of the Russian eugenists were the proponents of positive eugenics whose purpose
was spreading among the population the ‘good’ genes responsible for the formation of talent
in various areas: intellectual, musical, artistic, or sporting. To implement practical measures

6 ARAN. F. 450.Op. 1. D. 58. L. 1.
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intended to improve the human species, the inheritance of particular abilities had to be
studied first. The scientists were aware that they were dealing with complex characteristics
that defied simple mathematical analysis. Moreover, valuable innate capacities often do not
manifest themselves visibly or are not provided with the possibilities for their full realisation.
Physically feeble children often begin to show marked abilities later on and go down in
history as geniuses.

For instance, T.I. Tudin wrote:

One must not forget that individual traits are inherited independently of each other, and the hereditary
mass often contains, say, the germs of physical feebleness, the germs of diseases, in addition to quite
valuable germs, the talents. Quite a number of the greatest thinkers — Kant, Copernicus, Alexander von
Humboldt, Descartes, Leibnitz and many others — had been very weak children. Newton and Kepler were
prematurely born. J.J. Rousseau was a very weak child until the age of ten. Victor Hugo was born almost
dead and Goethe, asphyxiated. Quite a number of great individuals — in addition to their genius — had
the germs of mental diseases. Dostoevsky was an epileptic; Walter Scott and Byron suffered from infantile
paralysis (Yudin, 1925, p. 238).

Tudin emphasised that physically handicapped people way have many positive traits,
needed by the humankind.

Yury Alexandrovich Filipchenko, Professor at Petrograd University, was one of the
pioneers in the studies on the inheritance of talent, using the method of questionnaires and
statistical methods. Filipchenko’s eugenic studies were distinguished for their thoroughness
and purely scientific approach, relying on nothing but strictly scientific facts. In eugenics,
naturally, experimenting was out of question but Filipchenko accumulated, integrated and
analysed an impressive material from the questionnaires. The questionnaire used in these
surveys was expressly developed for these studies and spread among different categories of
the Petrograd population. “We regard all of our conclusions as the first and the crudest approximation
to truth,” he wrote, “the mean of ten observations is much more valuable than a one and only observation
or a complete lack of observations although, certainly, it is even better to make a thousand observations”
(Medvedev, 1978, p. 46). “However, if this is impossible, any number is better than a total lack of it.”
A series of works was published based on these findings (Filipchenko, 1921a, 1921b, 1921c,
1922b, 1922¢, 1925; Lepin, Lus, Filipchenko, 1925).

Filipchenko’s first eugenic study was devoted to the inheritance of giftedness or, in
modern phrasing, a socio-demographic study of Petrograd’s scientific community of the
early 1920s, based on the answers of the reference groups of scientists to the questions in a
special questionnaire developed by himself. This study was complicated as much by its huge
volume of work as by some of the respondents’ lack of understanding of its importance.

In his letter to N.K. Koltsov of 28 February 1921, Yury Alexandrovich wrote:

| have encountered an unpleasant attitude: some have no time for it <...>, others regard it as gross
intrusion in their life, and still others (among them a number of famous names that are, indeed, sunt odiosa;
they are the ones who do the most harm) call it anti-scientific. Then again, someone has said long ago that,
with things like this, they first say that nothing will come of this, then that it's unscientific, and finally, that all of
this has been known long ago. The things | have done! | have put, and still am putting, notices everywhere;
| have spoken, and still am speaking, at the sessions; and | have written appeals to various institutions —
and here’s the result: over 2 months, of 2,000 scientists, only 250 responded! <...> | hope that the House of
Scientists would yield about 150 responses (even though | am very far from being sure of it); besides, with
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Gorky’s support, | am spreading the same questionnaire to the House of Arts and, in summer, | will survey
the employees at the Petersburg station. If | could manage to collect 1,000 responses, an interesting work
would come up but | don’t know if | will manage it 2°.

Filipchenko was collecting his questionnaires throughout entire 1921 and processing
the data in the winter of 1921/1922. He presented his findings at the House of Scientists
and published a brief communication in the journal “Nauka i ee rabotniki (Science and its
workers)” (Filipchenko, 1922a). Meanwhile the Bureau staff began to distribute and
collect the questionnaires among the artistic community (through the House of Arts) and
students. Filipchenko wanted to perform comparative analysis of the data obtained from
the scientists and representatives of the artistic community, which, naturally, aroused much
interest, as the aim of his study was a generalising analysis of the inheritance of intellectual
capabilities and giftedness among the intelligentsia. The Bureau was extensively involved
in the promotional and consultancy activities although the requests for such consultancy
were very few. The Bureau was establishing contacts with foreign colleagues. The results
of the Bureau’s efforts during the first year and a half of its existence were presented in
the first issue (No. 1) of “Izvestiya Byuro po evgenike” that was released in 1922 and is a
bibliographic rarity nowadays.

The questionnaire distributed by the Bureau of Eugenics comprised a large Main
Sheet with the questions that may be called socio-demographic. The so-called Minor
Sheet contained the questions about who of those listed on the main sheet have had
inborn anatomical and functional anomalies and hereditary diseases (tuberculosis, deaf-
mutism, epilepsy, and mental disorders including alcoholism). There was space left for
information on other relatives in the case of inheritance of interesting genetic traits and for
the respondent’s address. The sheet with the explanatory notes emphasised the importance
of the questionnaire survey and provided explanations for individual items.

The main items in the questionnaire provided the answers to the following questions: age
and gender distribution of scientists and their spouses; year of birth; place of birth and place
of origin (place of birth of the scientist’s father) of the scientists and their spouses; ethnicity
and profession of the fathers of scientists and their spouses; profession of scientists’ spouses;
number, gender and years of birth of scientists’ offspring; professions of scientists’ offspring;
diseases frequently occurring in the families of scientists and their spouses; correlation
between the diseases and ethnicity.

Filipchenko had also conducted a similar survey among the “prominent scientists”
many of whom were still alive and remained in Petrograd at the time. It must have been
interesting to try to identify the traits and qualities that distinguish an extraordinary talent
from an average one. In addition to the items in the questionnaire intended for the rest of
the scientists, the questionnaire for the prominent scientists also included the following
items: the estate (‘soslovie’) the scientist belonged to by birth; how many children the
scientist’s brothers and sisters had; prominent relatives; defective relatives (low intellectual
endowment, mental diseases, alcoholism); special capacities (this section included
capacities that were not associated with the scientist’s core professional activities (e.g.
organisational, linguistic, literary, musical, poetical).

As may be seen from these additional items in the questionnaire for the prominent
scientists, particular attention was given to their genealogy, i.e. an attempt was made to

2 ARAN. F. 450. Op. 3. D. 153. L. 5.
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clarify certain hereditary, genetic patterns associated with the emergence of an extraordinary
scientific talent.

The first survey conducted in 1921 allowed to analyse 330 questionnaires that contained
detailed information about 510 families of the scientists and their spouses and 166 families
of the scientists’ offspring. The total of 676 questionnaires enables Filipchenko to conduct
a statistically valid analysis. Even the answers to the first two questions in the questionnaire
produced interesting results. Firstly, the percentage of women scientists among the
respondents was found to be rather high, a little more than 1/3 of the respondents. The
age of Petrograd’s scientists at the time was found to be between 37 and 62, i.e. those born
from 1860 to 1885. Therefore, the mean age of the scientific community members was
45—50 years.

As regards the scientists’ place of birth, St. Petersburg occupied the first place, followed
by the central part of Russia and the Volga Region, the Western Krai (9 westernmost
governorates), and the south of Russia. As regards the scientists’ place of origin (place
of birth of a scientist’s father and grandfather), the central part and the Volga Region
ranked first, followed by the Western Krai and Petersburg. Filipchenko believed that this
distribution was not accidental as it was found to be exactly the same for the scientists’
spouses (Filipchenko, 1922c, p. 10).

The issue of the scientists’ origin would not have been fully addressed without
determining what social strata they came from. Filipchenko divided all professions into two
groups of “higher and lower qualification (in a sense of education and talent).” The resulting
tables allowed to expressly conclude that most of the scientists (about two thirds) as well as
their spouses came from the intelligentsia. Their fathers tended to be teachers, doctors,
lawyers, military officers, public officials, and clergy. Many came from the merchants and
industrialists.

As regards the distribution of certain diseases (tuberculosis, cancer, mental diseases, and
alcoholism) among the respondents and the correlation of the occurrence of these diseases
with ethnicity, Filipchenko considered the results of the survey to be quite informative:

The scourge of purely Russian families is alcoholism which is mentioned almost 1.5 times as often
as could be expected: 70 percent instead of 51 percent. The rest is quite close to the norm, although [the
occurrence of] tuberculosis is somewhat higher than expected and that of mental diseases, somewhat lower
but not so much as to attach special importance to it. On the contrary, among the foreigners [non-Russians],
alcoholism occurs about three times less often than expected and all other diseases, especially tuberculosis,
are somewhat lower than the norm. The situation in the families of mixed origin is the worst: tuberculosis,
cancer and alcoholism significantly exceed the expected figures while mental diseases occur even more
often (more than 1.5 times as often as expected) than alcoholism among purely Russian elements. One
cannot help seeing in the latter fact a certain confirmation of the idea of the undesirability of mixed marriages
from the eugenic standpoint (Filipchenko, 1922c, p. 19).

In concluding his article, Yu.A. Filipchenko made a very important conclusion that
many of the observed traits were typical not only for Petrograd’s scientists — this conclusion
was probably applicable to the entire intelligentsia of the time, although this conclusion
was formulated by Filipchenko later, in the article titled “Intelligentsia and talents”
(Filipchenko, 1925), in which he compared the data of the surveys of scientific and artistic
(writers, artists, actors) communities.
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The survey of prominent scientists became a logical continuation of the survey of
scientific community. Filipchenko wrote, “If from the standpoint of eugenics, a group of scientists
as one of the typical representatives of our intelligentsia is of particular interest, the same is even truer for
those few chosen of the talent, who may be called prominent scientists” (Filipchenko, 1922b, p. 22).
Filipchenko categorised as prominent scientists the founders of the most important Russian
scientific schools and research areas, the scientists of world-wide repute. He excluded
from this group all medical professionals and engineers as “the representatives of applied rather
than theoretical knowledge who, because of this, in my opinion, could not be directly compared to the
representatives of other specialities” (Filipchenko, 1922b, p. 23).

The list compiled by Filipchenko contained 80 names of the representatives of
“theoretical knowledge.” The questionnaires distributed among them contained a number of
questions about themselves, their ancestors, spouses, and children. Many of these questions
were absent from the previous questionnaire for the scientists at large. The question about
ethnicity (‘national origin’) turned out to be the most interesting of general questions. The
percentage of ‘pure Russians’ was the same as among the entire scientific community while,
“on the contrary, there were noticeably more persons of mixed origin and noticeably less pure foreigners
than among the general population of the House of Scientists. Therefore, a somewhat smaller proportion
of foreign element has to be noted; as regards the latter’s nature, it is mostly German or Jewish among the
persons of mixed origin, and Jewish among pure foreigners” (Filipchenko, 1922b, p. 27).

As for the estate (‘soslovie’) the scientist belonged to by birth (‘estate origin’), having
compared the survey results with the well-known statistical data obtained by Alphonse
de Candolle (1806—1893) for the foreign members of the Paris Academy of Sciences (De
Candolle, 1911), Filipchenko concluded that the prominent scientists in Petrograd came
from a much more democratic milieu, from practically all of the estates: nobility, clergy,
merchants, townspeople, and peasants, although the biggest number of the prominent
scientists came from the first two.

The question about a prominent scientist’s number in order of birth was not accidental
in this survey. Karl Pearson and Ilya Metchnikoff, both of them being respected scientists,
shared a belief that the first-borns were of low quality. Filipchenko’s survey allowed him to
make a definite opposite conclusion: “the first-borns have considerably more chances to become
prominent scientists — at least, almost half of our prominent scientists are the first-borns™ (Filipchenko,
1922b, p. 33).

As regards the prominent and defective (mostly mentally ill) relatives, the limited data
obtained by Filipchenko suggested that both the giftedness and psychic anomalies were
mostly passed on through the female lineage. This allowed Filipchenko to raise the next
question: “Perhaps, in the transmission of psychic deviations from the norm, both positive and negative,
sexually limited inheritance does indeed exist. This question, naturally, may only be raised by us purely
tentatively” (Filipchenko, 1922b, p. 35).

The distribution of “special” abilities (unrelated to a scientist’s core research work)
among the prominent scientists appears to be interesting. The organising ability ranked
first, followed by the linguistic, literary, musical, oratory, and drawing abilities. I.e. a large
proportion of prominent scientists were, above all, good organisers and possessed literary
and artistic gifts.

Filipchenko identified five main differences between scientists in general and
prominent scientists. First, there were no women among the surveyed prominent scientists.
Second, the mean age of prominent scientists considerably exceeded that of the scientists
in general (60 vs. 50). Third, the number of pure Russians among the prominent scientists
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was significantly higher than among the general sample. Four, prominent scientists were
found to have significantly more prominent and mentally-ill relatives, and in both cases
the maternal lineage was more significant than the paternal lineage. Filipchenko wrote,
“These latter findings convince us yet again that the persons who may be recognised as prominent
scientists become such not under the influence of their own efforts or some accidental circumstances but
under the influence of a force that, more than anything else, makes us what we are, i.e. under the influence
of heredity. Like many other things, prominent scientists are born rather than created” (Filipchenko,
1922b, p. 37).

Filipchenko emphasised that this fact needed to be especially remembered in Russia.
During ten months after the completion of the list of prominent scientists, seven of them
were “taken away by death” and three left Russia. During four postrevolutionary years,
Russia lost a large part of its scientific community. Filipchenko wrote, “No natural increase,
for certain, can make up for these losses and, should these latter continue in the same proportion further,
we may very soon come down to such lack of talented people in our milieu that Pearson profoundly fairly
regards as the ‘worst evil that may befall the nation’” (Filipchenko, 1922b, p. 38). This doubtless
truth that was fair for many periods in the Russian history prompted Filipchenko to
epigraph his article titled “Our prominent scientists” with a quotation from Fritz Lenz
that reflected his own vision of the focus of eugenic studies: “Der Schutz der geistigen
Arbeiter, und speziell der hochbegabten, ist eine Hauptaufgabe der Rassenhygiene” (“Protection
of intellectual workers, especially the most talented of them, is one of the main goals of
racial hygiene”).

Filipchenko’s work on the reconstruction of genealogies of prominent people was the
first of its kind in Russia; no such thorough and large-scale socio-demographic survey
of the scientific community has been conducted so far. This study was interesting for its
time because it employed a scientifically-grounded statistical approach in the analysis of
demographic parameters. The issues of the inheritance of intellectual abilities remained
relevant for a long time (Korochkin, 1989; Efroimson, 1998; Ridley, 2010). Today,
of course, many of the conclusions from Filipchenko’s eugenic studies are considered
to be one-sided. Nevertheless, his ideas about creating favourable living conditions
for the country’s intellectual elite have not lost their relevance even today. Providing
intellectually gifted children with the opportunities for meeting their cognitive needs as a
most important means for their personal growth is particularly important in this day and
age.

The works of Russian eugenists devoted to the study of the families of prominent
individuals were numerous and not always inclined towards the Mendelian interpretation of
the transmission of different abilities. The studies of giftedness encountered many difficulties
associated with the uncertainty of this concept, the diversity of the types of giftedness as well
as of approaches and methods for analysing it, and a small number of specialists trained for
this work.

Thus, both Filipchenko and Koltsov recognised genetic determination of intellectual
and creative abilities. This opinion, however, was not unanimously shared by the Russian
scientific community. The leaders of the Russian Eugenics Society, too, had opponents who
promoted their own hypotheses to explain the occurrence of geniuses. On the one hand,
these were the proponents of the key role of nurture and environment in the formation of
personality; on the other hand, the scientists, convinced of the priority of physiological and
biochemical factors in the realisation of human abilities. One of Filipchenko’s opponents
was a psychiatrist G.D. Yaroshenko.
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Yaroshenko believed that being a genius is associated with the functioning of endocrine
glands and very often with anomalies in the sexual system?'. He reduced genius to the
growth of one trait at the expense of atrophy of another. Thus, for instance, an outstanding
intellectual ability could result from the excessive “one-sided” (unbalanced) activity of
the brain. In his opinion, most geniuses suffer from anemia, poor sexual potency, physical
feebleness, and neurasthenia, resulting from an unharmonious, “one-sided” activity of the
organism. To explain the fact of negative traits in an intellectual genius not being always
clearly manifested, Yaroshenko maintained that these person’s health capacities are bigger
than those of an average person, and the genius can channel the excess of his health into the
development of his intellect, without taking the strength away from other organs.

He adduces an interesting example of how, in relation to an artistic genius, the opposing
art movements unanimously agreed that his creativity was a result of his low libido. G.D.
Yaroshenko believed that aesthetic emotions, poetic inspiration, and a composer’s intuition
were nothing but unsatisfied libido.

He concluded that the majority of people were potentially gifted. “Each healthy,
harmoniously developed individual carries the germs of different geniuses that are sort of mutually
neutralised by their harmonious balance. A harmoniously developed, healthy person forestalls one-sided
development of traits and thus prevents the manifestation of genius™ 2.

Like many others, G.D. Yaroshenko wondered about the possibility for the transmission
of genius from one generation to another. In regard to the facts of transmission of such traits
from the ancestors, he commented that such examples are extremely rare. In a great number
of cases, he believed, genius is not inherited: on the contrary, the offspring of geniuses are
usually ordinary if not failures. Most geniuses are born of ordinary parents and produce
ordinary offspring or no offspring at all. Yaroshenko explained it by an inverse dependency
between intellectual and sexual potency. He believed that, while hereditary transmission of
outstanding ability is observed in some cases, in this case it is unspecific traits such as the
organism’s increased energy potency (i.e. predisposition for genius) that are inherited. He
also believed that the specific traits of genius are developed through nurture, conditioned
upon the formation of a habit for inhibiting sex drive, which that increases the intensity of
internal secretion of sexual glands.

According to G.D. Yaroshenko, the internal processes related to internal secretions of
the gonads and thyroid gland play an important role in the formation of capacities. “Both of
these glands,” he wrote, “are antagonists and mutually balance each other; an increased development
of any of these glands causes anomalies; if both glands gain momentum simultaneously, this phenomenon,
in all probability, is the cause of the increased overall energy potential of the organism, i.e. determines the
predisposition for genius”?. In December 1925, Yaroshenko sent his theoretical speculations
to N.K. Koltsov, having stressed that it would be of primary interest for eugenics to test his
hypothesis and to study the sexual life of geniuses.

The studies of geniuses occupied the minds of many leading Russian eugenists. In the
first decades of the 20th century, in line with the Russian tradition, the problem of giftedness
evoked many theories and approaches (Yu.A. Filipchenko, G.D. Yaroshenko, G.V. Segalin,
N.K. Koltsov). The scientists, however, failed to arrive at a single definition of what must
be understood as giftedness and its causes. This problem remains unresolved to this day

2 ARAN. F. 450. Op. 5. D. 106.
22 ARAN. F. 450. Op. 5. D. 106. L. 5.
2 ARAN. F. 450. Op. 5. D. 106. L. 6.
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because it is difficult to trace the formation of such a complicated trait whose manifestation
depends on a very large number of internal and external factors. Nevertheless, the Russian
eugenists did formulate the main principles for the studies of talented people that are still
relevant and include the following:

— comprehensive nature of the studies of various aspects of prominent individuals’
behaviour;

— attracting researchers from various disciplines (geneticists, physiologists,
endocrinologists, psychologists) to the studies of giftedness;

— comparing outstanding abilities among the relatives of talented individuals; and

— utilising a broad range of diagnostic methods: questionnaire surveys, observations,
interviews, statistical analysis.

One of the leaders of the Russian Eugenics Society was A.S. Serebrovsky. We have
discovered previously unpublished materials on eugenics in his archive: the texts of the
lectures delivered by Serebrovsky at the Anikovo Genetic Station in July 1922, his notes
and comments on the articles devoted to anthropogenetics®.

Serebrovsky believed that humans have a large number of Mendelian genes, which
makes them an interesting object for genetics, and that further development of eugenic
studies can significantly change what we know about the similarities and differences between
individual persons, tribes and peoples: it would become possible to write a genetic formula
of the Europeans, Africans, or Australians, and confirm that Africans lack some genes that
are present in Europeans and vice versa®.

Eugenics opened the horizons for the studies of hereditary basis of human psyche and
talent. In regard to the inheritance of capacities, According to Serebrovsky, one may only
guess about the presence of certain inborn capacities in people, as nurture also plays an
important role in the making of talent?. He identified the following main research areas in
eugenics:

1. Studies of individual genes of physical constitution in the families where certain
traits are manifested in a number of generations

2. Studies of children from interracial and interethnic marriages

3. Long-term observation of several generations of individual families

4. Studies of genealogies

Since the reconstruction of genealogical trees of the families under study was very
important for anthropogenetic studies, Serebrovsky proposed to open a special division
(‘otdelenie’) under the Moscow Chapter of the Russian Eugenics Society to collect data
pertaining to Russian genealogies. Ideally, such division was to register all marriages, about
a million of which were annually concluded in Russia at the time. However, even if such
huge effort was impossible to undertake, the scientist suggested registering all marriages of
more or less prominent individuals. At the same time, the Genealogical Division was meant

2 Lektsii po antropogenetike, 1922 g [Lectures on anthropogenetics, 1922]|, Kollektsiia
arkhivnykh dokumentov A.S. Serebrovskogo [Collection of archival documents of A.S. Serebrovsky].

» Ibid.
% Ibid.
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to study genealogies of prominent Russian citizens, based on various historical and literary
sources, gentry and parish registers, and respective questionnaire surveys.

Serebrovsky believed that a study of genetics of rural population would be of particular
interest. The population of villages was largely migrationally inert. People lived in the same
place year after year, generation after generation, and conducting a survey a today, one
could be assured that the same traits would be found there in 25, 50 and even 100 years.
People usually marry within the same village or take brides from neighbouring villages and
peasant families are usually large, with many children, which may be helpful in their genetic
analysis.

Serebrovsky believed that the stock of genes of the country’s population tends to be
preserved without noticeable changes for a long time, and therefore, in future, many more
generations will have largely the same stock of genes, which the scientist coined ‘genofond’
(gene pool).

Many scientists from different disciplines, including anthropologists, took an interest
in eugenics. It was not accidental that the anthropologist V.V. Bunak was invited to succeed
Filipchenko as head of the Eugenic Department at the Institute of Experimental Biology.
He held this position till 1929%.

In November 1922 when the Scientific Research Institute of Anthropology was created
under the auspices of Moscow University, Bunak became one of its first four full members
(‘deistvitelnye chleny’) and, after D.N. Anuchin’s death in 1923, its director. In 1927, V.V.
Bunak became the head of the Central Anthropometric Bureau under the State Institute of
Social Hygiene of the People’s Commissariat for Public Health (‘Narkomzdrav’).

Bunak regarded collecting factual material on human genetics as one of the main tasks
of eugenics, and maintained that collecting such material required joint efforts of many
researchers who share the same goals (Bunak, 1922).

Bunak suggested to develop a special research programme in eugenics, similar to those
at the Galton Laboratory based at University College London and at the Eugenics Record
Office (ERO) in New York. The Russian counterpart of these programmes, naturally, was
to be adapted to local specifics.

This research programme was intended to pursue the main goal of providing guidance
more to the members of general public, interested in the issues of human heredity, than to
researchers specialising in eugenics who already possessed the skills necessary for conducting
such surveys.

The implementation of this programme required the presence of special eugenic
organisations across the country. Bunak thought it expedient to organise eugenic observation
centres or eugenic stations at the institutions dealing with the population. He believed that
health institutions would be the most suitable for the purpose, particularly as physicians
were able to understand the tasks of eugenics better than anyone else. V.V. Bunak wrote:

To cover the most typical category of Russian medical institutions, it would be most correct to establish
such experiment/observation centre at some rural district hospital. The latter [rural hospitals], due to their
close connection to a certain stationary population, its [this population’s] better availability for observation,
relative uniformity of its external living conditions, and other similar reasons, comprise in many respects a
particularly favourable site for various biosocial observations, and it is these institutions that have produced

7 ARAN. F. 570. Op. 1. D. 11. L. 29.
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quite a number of valuable sanitary-statistical, hygienic and anthropometric works in the Russian scientific
literature (Bunak, 1922, p. §3).

In Bunak’s opinion, the abundant material dealt with by the district medical facilities
provided broad opportunities for research in different areas in human genetics. Available
statistical data enabled the studies of the influence of exogenous and endogenous factors on
the formation of different traits as well as household surveys aimed to look into the heredity
of diseases. Bunak placed big hopes on the studies of differences between the representatives
of different professions. He believed that people of different professions are biologically
different, which is the cause of social competition among the population.

When developing the content for the eugenic survey programme, V.V. Bunak specified
the documents that had to be filled out: (1) a family sheet for individual traits; (2) a family
sheet for multiple traits; (3) a typological sheet for studying homogenous typological groups;
(4) asample biographical sheet; (5) a demographic family sheet; and (6) a genealogical family
chart. Each of these questionnaires was complete in itself and could be filled independently
of other documents.

The family sheets for individual traits were intended for registering one particular trait,
e.g. a hereditary disease. The most complete information about families under study was
contained in the family sheets for multiple traits, which provided the data about racial,
demographic (life span, number of children), typological (chest circumference, nutritional
status, overall constitution), psychological and pathological traits.

All of these documents, however, only allowed to collect factual data but not to process
it. It was the geneticists who were to analyse thus collected material. The researchers were
expected to make conclusions about one individual or his family and to compare unrelated
subjects, e.g. those afflicted with tuberculosis, in order to determine the true cause of the
disease. Indeed, understanding the exogenous and endogenous factors that determine the
development of a trait was one of the goals of Bunak’s eugenic programme.

Of particular interest were the studies on familial anomalies. During the examination
of individuals with pathologies, special consideration was given to the following aspects: (1)
information about parents; (2) age; (3) family status; (4) number of children; (5) profession;
(6) general health status, and (7) psychic characteristics. Genealogical tables or graphical
representations of genealogies were to be prepared for each subject. Graphical genealogical
trees were only intended to illustrate the transmission of hereditary properties.

In his eugenic views, V.V. Bunak placed a great emphasis on practical application of
scientific research. For human genetics, it was a comprehensive study of human organism
and its hereditary properties. Practical experiment stations, proposed by Bunak for
registering various anthropological and medical features of individuals, were intended to
benefit health care, education, and various industrial sectors. Anthropometric studies of
people of different age groups, ethnicities, and professions, organised by Bunak and his
colleagues, covered the territory of the entire Soviet Union. The data on morphological
features of the country’s population, just as he hoped it would, began to be used for various
practical purposes and needs of the country’s economy. For instance, anthropometric
characteristics obtained in Bunak’s studies were used in the development of the first state
standards for clothes and footwear in the USSR.

Bunak’s works in the field of “practical eugenics” provided human genetics with the
still relevant methods of measuring different anthropometric parameters. The types of
human constitution, age periodisation of individual development, classification of races,
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and hypothesis about the origin of different nationalities and their dispersion, proposed by
Bunak, remain theoretically and practically relevant to this day.

The analysis of, and public reaction to, the eugenic works indicate that, in the 1920s,
Russian eugenics reacherd the frontiers of biological science. We see the genesis of eugenics
as a result of a complicated interaction of the humanities and naturals sciences within
the framework of integrative processes in the cognitive and socio-cultural components of
scientific knowledge. It was not accidental that, in the eugenic journals, one could find the
articles written by medical professionals, geneticists, anthropologists, lawyers, psychologists
and historians. The participation of the representatives of different disciplines in the eugenics
movement broadened considerably the scope of the new science and helped to attract public
attention to its problems.

By the late 1920s, the persecution of eugenists began in the USSR and the Russian
Eugenics Society’s activities began to gradually wane together with the entire field
of eugenics. The number of articles devoted to the heredity of human traits dropped
considerably and the chronicle of the Society’s events and activities almost ceased to be
published. Despite the fact that, in 1928, the Society for the Studies on Racial Pathology
and Geographical Distribution of Disease, whose scope was to an extent in keeping with
eugenic research, was organised in Moscow under the leadership of N.K. Koltsov, whose
scope of studies was to an extent in keeping with eugenic rersearch, the former scientific
enthusiasm of the eugenists began to fade. E.V. Pchelov believes that one of the causes of the
slowing down of research in eugenics was the evolution of views of the eugenics movement’s
leaders themselves (Pchelov, 2004, 2008).

The attacks of the opponents of eugenics also had a profound negative impact on the
Eugenics Society’s activities. One of the sources of resentment against eugenics was the
fact that this discipline acknowledged inequality, even if it was genetic inequality, among
people. The belief that the people’s inherited capacities depend on the privileges associated
with favourable social status became firmly established in the European tradition. The
proponents of equality were strongly opposed to such privileges for gifted individuals,
believing that all human beings are endowed with equal abilities. The differences in social
status were ascribed to the oppression by the ruling class. From this standpoint, the people
engaging in heavy labour were nothing but the product of social system’s unfairness, the
victims of oppression.

According to the Marxist doctrine, the people’s social status is determined, rather than
by their heredity, by ownership of the means of production, by their property status. The
widespread antagonism towards the rich in the USSR created a tendency to underestimate
the importance of heredity and gave people a feeling of satisfaction from knowing that
one’s imperfection can be attributed to differences in the possession of material wealth. The
Soviet eugenists were heavily criticised for adopting the theories of a number of Western
European scientists, according to which poverty itself was an indicator of poor biological
development.

Another source of public antagonism towards eugenics was a conviction that nurture and
education cannot change the individual’s nature, which was shared by many of its leaders.
The issue of inheritance of acquired characteristics was widely discussed in the USSR in
the 1920s. The geneticists refuted the possibility of such an inheritance. This was the period
of struggle between the representatives of classical genetics and mechanolamarckism.
The discussions on the problems of natural science in the magazine “Pod znamenem
marksisma” (‘Under the banner of Marxism’) began to escalate to political debates and
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lose their scientific value. According to E.I. Kolchinsky and S.A. Orlov, the concept of
mechanolamarckism, in contrast to nomogenetic theory of evolution and saltationism,
became firmly established in the Soviet Union due to political interference in philosophical
discussions (Kolchinsky, 1997; Kolchinsky, Orlov, 1990). 1.V. Stalin personally advocated
the thriving of “<...> the science, which has the courage and determination to break the old traditions,
norms, and attitudes when they become obsolete, when they became a hindrance for progress, and which
is able to create new traditions, new norms, and new attitudes™ (Stalin, 1938, p. 3). The faction of
mechanolamarckists included M.B. Mitin, T.D. Lysenko, E. Kolman, A.A. Avakyan, and
B.P. Bakhrash. Mechanolamarckists mostly ignored the philosophical and methodological
aspects of the debates.

The discussions on the issues of inheritance of acquired characteristics pushed the
Russian philosophical and biological thought several decades back. Such debates had already
occurred in England long before the publications in “Pod znamenem marksisma.” In the
1870s-1880s, Darwin’s theory was criticised by Herbert Spencer who regarded organism as
an aggregate of organs that exist in equilibrium. According to Spencer, the external milieu
was able to disrupt this equilibrium that could only be restored through the transmission of
acquired characters. Spencer opposed the theory of selection as an all-important factor in
evolution (Spencer, 1866, 1870, 1871, 1893, 1894). Many scientists sided with Spencer,
calling themselves mechanolamarckists. Others sided with A. Weismann, demanding to
“purge” Darwinism from the mistakes of Lamarckism. This situation repeated in Russia.
In his speech on philosophical issues of science, A.S. Serebrovsky maintained, “We are
the proponents of the position that has been advocated by Weismann and Wallace against Spencer’s
line that led to mechanolamarckism, which erupted in a blazing outbreak in our country in recent years”
(Serebrovsky, 1938, p. 97). Serebrovsky himself sometimes came out with brave statements
in favour of genetics. Thus, in his article titled “An attempt at a qualitative characterisation
of the process of organic evolution” (1930) he proved wrong the theory of human origins,
substantiated by Engels. He refuted this theory as false and scientifically invalid. According
to Serebrovsky, it was not Engels who was to be held accountable for the labour theory
but, rather, biology of the time. “The people of genius are children of their time, who can make
mistakes together with their contemporaries” (Serebrovsky, 1930b, p. 34). Having perused the
works of the classics of Marxism, Serebrovsky wrote, “Even though, in the Marxist literature, a
sympathising attitude towards Lamarckism can be encountered in the works of some authors, it by no
means follows from it that Lamarckism is closely linked to Marxism ideologically” (Serebrovsky, 1930a,
p. 220). In his opinion, the all-important task of biology was “cleansing the evolutionary theory
from Lamarckism.” In regard to the driving forces of evolution, Serebrovsky remained a fierce
anti- Lamarckist, never giving in a single inch to the simplification of evolutionary theory
by the orthodox Darwinists (as neo-Lamarckists called themselves in opposition to neo-
Darwinists/geneticists).

The attacks on eugenics on the part of neo-Lamarckists were particularly fierce.
The proponents of the inheritance of acquired characters criticised the eugenists for
underestimating the role of new social conditions in the process of personality formation; at
the same time, the ideas of artificial selection among humans were harshly criticised. Only
very few were able to cope with such fervour, particularly when politically and ideologically-
driven factors that had nothing to do with science intervened in scientific disputes. Thus,
after Yu.A. Filipchenko’s fundamental work “The intelligentsia and talents” was subjected
to harsh criticisms, he abandoned his eugenic research and the Leningrad Bureau of
Eugenics soon completely changed the direction of its research.
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Furthermore, a number of countries Soviet society was opposed to at the time were
using eugenics to address their demographic problems. Nationalistically tinted idea of racial
hygiene was running rampant in Germany. “Russkii evgenicheskii zhurnal” even used to
publish the foreign programmes of negative eugenics for a time, which naturally provoked
negative attitude towards eugenics in the public consciousness. N.K. Koltsov himself thus
explained the closure of the Society: “When the first signs of fascism manifested themselves in
Germany, | abruptly stopped eugenics by myself, without any external pressures, closed the Eugenics
Society, having ceased to publish the journal, and closed the Department of Eugenics at the Institute”
(Astaurov, 1976, p. 25). In the late 1920s, the overall situation for the development of new
scientific societies changed for worse. On the eve of the year of the Great Breakthrough,
the state launched an offensive against scientific thought and a large number of scientific
societies were closed.

The thrashing of eugenics in the USSR began in the late 1920s when it was on the
rise. The Russian Eugenics Society and its Chapters ceased to exist in 1929. “Russkii
evgenicheskii zhurnal” was no longer published and the eugenics laboratories were closed.
The leaders of the Russian Eugenics Society were accused of racism and chauvinism and
forced to publicly repent for their enthusiasm about eugenics.

In 1931, an article on eugenics was published in the Great Soviet Encyclopedia, in
which Filipchenko’s eugenic ideas were called “bourgeois”; Koltsov’s ideas, “fascist”; and
Serebrovsky’s ideas, an “example of Menshevist idealism” (Batkis, 1931). The author of
this article, Grigorii Abramovich Batkis (1895—1960), became the Chair of the Department
of Social Hygiene at the 2nd Moscow Medical Institute the very same year (1931).
Despite his in-depth training in psychiatry and biological sciences at the St. Petersburg
Psychoneurological Institute and Kiev University?®, he was skeptical about some studies in
the field of human genetics and a zealous opponent of the methods of preventive eugenics
(Batkis, 1927, 1928, 1936, 1938, 1941).

In the 1930s, eugenics was hold against the scientists who had paid tribute to it. This
accusation was used throughout the entire period of struggle against genetics. Hitler’s
coming into power in Germany put an end to eugenics in the USSR. Germany always
had a reputation of the country with a huge scientific potential, including its significant
contribution to the history of genetics. It is enough to name Carl Correns who together
with Hugo de Vries (Netherlands) and Erich von Tschermak-Seysenegg (Austria)
rediscovered Mendelian laws in 1900 and Erwin Baur who was one of the most important
architects of the synthetic evolution. However, after the dictatorship of the Nazi Party
was established, the geneticists switched over to the development of racial theories in
very limited sense.

After the attacks on eugenics on the part of Soviet politicians and public figures, the
leaders of the eugenic movement saw the salvation of eugenics in changing its name to
“anthropogenetics,” “medical genetics,” or “human genetics,” as these terms had not been
negatively associated with the Western tradition of racial hygiene.

No single act of sterilisation or elimination of hereditary defective individuals has been
committed in the USSR, the proposed projects of organising a union “For a better child”
(‘Za luchshego rebenka’) and a society named “Let’s produce a healthy child” (‘Dadim
zdorovogo rebenka’) had not been realised either. The Russian eugenics movement, in

2 Arkhiv Rossiiskoi akademii meditsinskikh nauk (ARAMN). [Archive of the Russian Academy of
Medical Sciences]. F. 1. Op. 8/3. D. 23.
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contrast to its foreign counterparts, placed the biggest emphasis on the scientific investigation
into the issues of human genetics and the popularisation of the eugenic knowledge.

The mentality of the leaders of new science was governed by their conviction that the
value of positive knowledge lies in its being based on the principles developed by natural
sciences. Russian eugenists believed that the conditions of human existence could be
improved based on the accomplishments in the cognition of the laws of human heredity,
which was reflected in the development of ‘positive eugenics’ projects. They put forward
their grandiose plans for the only purpose of helping the society suffering from hereditary
diseases and degeneration. The ideas of perpetual commitment to serving people were
inherent in the Russian scientists’ activities. The humanistic goals inspired them to spread
scientific achievements and knowledge among the people through public lectures that
aroused wide public interest.

Our scientists believed that practical objectives of eugenics, associated with the
elimination of negative heredity, should be the organisation of special medico-eugenic
consultancies. The first such consultancy in the USSR was organised by S.N. Davidenkov
at the Genetic Department of the Moscow Institute of Neuropsychiatric Prophylaxis under
Narkomzdrav. Davidenkov organised the work of this consultancy based on the principle of
strictly individual analysis of each of the newlyweds and their families. The specialists offered
their advice based on the examination of the couples’ genealogical charts and assessment of
transmission of hereditary anomalies. The scientific basis of the eugenic recommendations
was the assumption that most of the recessive forms of hereditary diseases were characterised
by the intermediate type of heredity. This gave rise to the need to elucidate the type of
genotypic combinations, associated with a trait under study, the individual belonged to,
whether it was heterozygous or completely free of the negative hereditary factor. “I have
been constantly pushing the idea that medico-eugenic advice to the families with recessive anomalies must
be based on the diagnosis of heterozygotes rather than on parents’ being blood-related,” wrote Sergei
Nikolayevich Davidenkov (1929, p. 37).

Later on, a eugenic consultancy was organised at the Genetic Consulting Room of the
Moscow Medical Institute’s Psychiatric Clinic. The demand for such consultations was
high, with most of those who sought consultations being women. One of the staff members
of this clinic cum consultancy centre, A.G. Galachian, thus wrote about the importance
of such work: “Medico-eugenic practices, particularly under our [Soviet] Union’s conditions where
neither inequality of property, nor national, estate, or religious prejudices exist that dictate the choice of
marriage partner, are the matter of today” (Galachian, 1936). The creation of medico-cugenic
consultancy centres marked the beginning of a new direction in medical genetics. This
day and age, such centres employ modern diagnostic methods. A large number of young
families seek such consultations, being aware of their importance. Modern family planning
centres are impossible to imagine without an extensive use of genetic technologies allowing
to anticipate the birth of a healthy child.

The examples given here demonstrate the diversity of theoretical and methodological
views of the scientists who had turned to eugenics in the 1920s, which indicates how popular
this area was among the biological and medical communities. According to V.V. Babkov,
the preconditions for the extensive spread of this movement in Russia were the need for the
mobilisation of the nation’s productive and creative forces after WWI and the Civil War
as well as the projects of national economy restoration and the belief in the power of the
human mind (Babkov, 1998a). These, however, were not the only and not the main caused.
The entire socio-cultural atmosphere of the 1920s with its economic, political, religious,
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ethical, familial, and scientific aspects facilitated the adoption by the society of the ideas
of bettering humankind. The process of emergence of the new public organisations and
scientific institutions of eugenics was a universal trend worldwide. The adoption and spread
of the eugenic ideas in Russia proceeded in the context of socio-cultural and socio-political
changes occurring in the first decades of the Soviet regime. To be recognised and financially
supported by its own country, it was not enough for eugenics to just adapt to socialist
realities, requirements and specifics. It became involved in the processes associated with
addressing the economic, political and socio-cultural tasks of the Soviet society, and carried
out extensive organisational, research and educational activities.

The totalitarian system killed many initiatives of the Russian eugenists, banished
many advanced studies, and destroyed research teams and institutions but failed to erase
the remarkable pages of “the eugenics period” from the history of Russian genetics. The
contemporary interest in the history of the eugenics movement in the USSR is governed
not only by the scientific, methodological, sociopolitical and educational works by
the outstanding eugenists but also by the examples of adherence to scientific and moral
principles and earnest commitment to work for the benefit of future generations.
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PyCCKOE eéBreHn4yeckoe 06I.I.|,eCTBO:
UCTOpPUA U OCHOBHbIE HAaNpaBJieHUA AeATEeNIbHOCTU
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WHcTutyTt ucropum ecrectBo3HaHus u texHuku uM. C. M. BaBunosa Poccuiickoit akageMuu Hayk,
Mocksa, Poccust; fando@mail.ru

B craThe Ha OCHOBE apXMBHBIX MaTepHUAaIOB PEKOHCTPYHPOBaHa UCTOPHsT PyccKOro eBreHumIecKoro
obuecTBa, cozgaHHoro B 1920 r. u npocyiiectBoBaBiiero a0 1929 r. O6¢cyxaeHUe eBreHuYeCKux
MpoGJIeM COBMAJIO U ¢ paclipocTpaHeHUeM reHeTuku B Poccun. He ciryyaiiHo cpeny ya€HBIX, TTOJTy-
YMBIIWX MIEPBOHAYAJILHO €CTECTBEHHO-HayYHOEe YHUBEPCUTETCKOE 00pa30BaHKe U HauaBIIUX CBOIO
Hay4HYIO Kapbepy B TPAIMIIMOHHBIX OMOJIOTMIECKUX 00JIAcCTsX, TAKMX KaK CpaBHHUTEIbHAasE MOpP-
domorusi, saHTOMONOTUS, TUApodbuoorusi, antpornosorus (H.K. Konbios, A.C. CepeOpoBCKUii,
10.A. ®ununuenko, B.B. byHak), yBieyeHre TeHETUKONM MPUBEIO MX B JaJbHEHIIIEM K paccMoO-
TPEHUIO KJTIOYEBBIX MPOOJIEM aHTPONOTeHeTUKU. HayuHble Tpamuimu, MPUBHECEHHBIE M3 KJlac-
CHYECKMX TUCUUIUIMH, CITOCOOCTBOBAIM Pa3BUTHUIO eBreHUKU B Poccuu Kak HayIHOU TUCIIUTLIN -
HBI, C XapaKTePHBIMHU JIJIST He€ METOIOJOTMYECKUM 0a3MCcOM U MPUBJICUEHUEM COBPEMEHHBIX IS
TOTO BPEMEHU METOIUK McciaenoBaHus. OtaeneHnss Pycckoro eBreHmueckKoro oo1mecTBa K KOHILY
1920-x IT. MPOBOAMIM MACIITAOHYIO HAyYHYIO U MPOCBETUTENbCKYI0 padboTy. Haubosbliliee yncio
HampaBJIeHUI NesITeTbHOCTU ObII0 B MOCKOBCKOM OTAEJIeHNHU, B JICHMHTpaae B OCHOBHOM YIIOp
OBUT cleslaH Ha colroaeMorpadudeckue ucciaenoBanus, B Omecce eBreHUCThl COCPEIOTOIMINCH
Ha TIporaraHje uueii HoBoil Hayku, a B CapaTOBCKOM OTHEJCHUU CBSI3aIM €BIEHUKY C PEIlIeHUEeM
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BaXKHEHIIINX MEIULIMHCKKX TIPOOJIEM: pacIipOCTpaHEHUEM pa3IMIHBIX 3a00JIeBaHU I U BRISICHEHHEM
WX TIPUPOIBI, 60pHOOI ¢ abopTaMu U BEHEPUIECKUMU 3a00JIeBaHUSIMU, MPOGMUIAKTUKON TOsIBIIe-
HMS HACJIENICTBEHHBIX aHOMaJIIA. B oTiMure oT eBreHrmYecKmnx oOIIecTB Ipyrux cTpaH, B Poccun
OHO OBIJIO TIPOITMTAHO CTPOTMMU HAYYHBIMU CTaHIAPTAaMU M CKEIICHCOM B OTHOIIEHUM K OKOJIO-
HayIHBIM yTOHUSIM. B OTeuecTBEHHOU Tpamuiiny MeXKIy €BIeHUKOM M aHTPOITOTeHETUKOM CTaBUII-
cs 3HaK paBeHCTBa. TakuM 06pa3oM, UCTOPUYECKUN TTeproa (hOpMUPOBAHUS €BIEHUKHU B ITOJTHOM
Mepe MOXHO CIYUTATh OJHUM M3 3TAIlOB B UCTOPUU OTEUECTBEHHOM T€HETUKY YeJIOBEeKa.

Karueswie caosa: Pycckoe eBreHuyeckoe o011ecTBO, Pycckuit eBreHUuYeckKuit XypHai, U3ydyeHue
HAacJIeACTBEHHOCTH YeJIoBeKa, MOMyIsIpru3alis HayK1, HayKa 1 BJIacTh.
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The American Society of Mammalogists,
The Ecological Society of America,
and the Politics of Preservation
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From the 1920s to the early1940s, the American Society of Mammalogists and the Ecological Society
of America became involved in efforts to preserve natural conditions on protected land areas, and to
conserve predatory and other wildlife. Members vigorously disputed how active a scientific society
should be in advocating for conservation. Charles C. Adams and Victor E. Shelford served as leaders
in two major efforts aiming to shape federal policy, notably the preservation of natural landscapes and
the protection of predatory animals. Their unique argument for conservation highlighted preserved
landscapes with their original compliments of wildlife, emphasizing the outstanding scientific value
and potential for future scientific study of protected places. Through their work on committees of
their professional societies and the National Research Council, Adams, Shelford, and many of their
colleagues illustrate the various avenues utilized by scientists in efforts to preserve the very essence
of their research. Scientific societies took risks as members and the organizations themselves played
critical roles in conservation advocacy, while the politics of science became intermixed with the
politics of nature preservation.

Keywords: American Society of Mammalogists, Ecological Society of America, Charles C. Adams,
Victor E. Shelford, protected areas, nature preservation, wildlife conservation.

One of the more famous episodes of wildlife conservation history in North America was
the fight against federal predator control programs on public lands, which peaked in disputes
during the late 1920s and 1930s, resurging again in the 1960s. While the campaign has been
interpreted properly as an outcome of the growing influence of ecology, it also demonstrates
the integral roles of scientific societies in petitioning governmental agencies to shift policies
towards the conservation of wildlife. At the same time, members of the societies engaged in
an ongoing conversation regarding the appropriateness of scientists actively participating in
public policy issues.

© James A. Pritchard, 2021
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Two movements for conservation of habitat and wildlife from the 1920s into the early
1940s reveal a wide base of support that emerged from notable scientific societies of the
day. First, ecologists’ interests, centered in the Ecological Society of America (ESA),
proved instrumental in a long campaign to preserve “natural conditions” in protected
places or landscapes. A second related movement, the battle of the American Society of
Mammalogists (ASM) against predator control, developed an early Western focus within
the Museum of Vertebrate Zoology (MVZ) in Berkeley, California (Dunlap, 1988, p.
49). However, opposition to federal predator control also emerged nationally, and from a
wide matrix of professional involvement. The careers of Charles Christopher Adams and
Victor Ernest Shelford, two early animal ecologists who played leadership roles in scientific
societies, help us to see the connections between preserving places and preserving species
during this formative era in North American ecology and wildlife conservation.

Beginning in the late 1910s and continuing to the Second World War, early animal
ecologists advocated for the preservation of natural conditions. Also using the terms
“original”, “primitive” or “primeval” conditions, these scientists shared a concern that
civilization was rapidly eliminating habitats where nature proceeded by its own devices,
unmodified by the manipulations of human hand. By 1931, ecologists argued for special
reserves to be set aside within the national parks and other appropriate places as “nature
sanctuaries to which only persons conducting scientific, artistic or literary work of a serious nature are to be
admitted”!. This movement originated in the Ecological Society of America and intensified
in the mid-1920s when concerns about regional extirpations and possible extinctions of
the larger mammalian predators arose. The twin concerns about vanishing predators and
swiftly disappearing natural places invigorated one another during the 1930s and up until
WWII. Networks of communication among mammalogists, ecologists, field biologists,
and institutional administrators reveal the interconnected nature of these two movements,
and the role of scientific societies. The politics of science became engaged with the politics
of conservation, as scientists’ efforts to conserve the natural world (the raw material for
their studies) took divergent forms within a heterogeneous and much larger conservation
movement?,

Preserving Natural Conditions

Committee members organizing the Ecological Society of America in late 1914 felt
themselves to be riding a new and important wave in science. Some of them also hoped
that this organization of scientists would serve the practical ends of conservation. Among
the twenty-two founders of the society sat Charles C. Adams, a progressive ecologist on the
faculty of the New York State College in Syracuse, as well as zoologist and animal ecologist
Victor E. Shelford of the University of Illinois. By 1917, Shelford organized a Committee
on the Preservation of Natural Conditions, one of the first four committees created to

! Shelford V.E. (1931). Report on a Proposed Policy for the Ecological Society of America Regarding
Preservation and Study of Natural Biotic Communities, (pp. 2), Charles C. Adams Papers, Regional
History Collections, Western Michigan University, hereafter cited as CCAP-WMU.

2 For episodes in Russian conservation history showing some parallels with the American case
discussed here see: Weiner, 1988, 1999. On environmental worldviews and how they are sometimes
tied to political views see: Weiner, 1992.
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carry out the business of the ESA (Burgess, 1977; Tobey, 1981, p. 127). He chaired this
committee through 1923, and again from 1931 to 1936, remaining in close contact with
committee members throughout the 1930s. Original members of the committee included
W. S. Cooper, Charles C. Adams, Robert F. Griggs, and Barrington Moore (Croker, 1991,
p. 121; Committee on the Preservation of Natural Conditions, 1937).

Scientists on this committee shared a wider concern among ecologists that the
nature they enthusiastically studied was in danger of disappearing for all time. Extensive
alteration of native ecosystems was readily apparent on the Great Plains, certain species
of birds and mammals had been extirpated from vast sections of America (or become
extinct), and forests of the West seemed to fall rapidly to the ax and saw. Thus some of
the same objective conditions that drove the wider conservation movement inspired the
scientists on Shelford’s committee. Yet their reasoning also embraced their professional
interests; they were worried that future scientists would be unable to find places to study
that had not been significantly altered by human hand. When all pristine areas had
been modified into farms, towns, and second-growth forests, how could science know
how nature functioned on its own? What standard might scientists use to compare the
effects of human alteration of landscapes? To American ecologists of the early twentieth
century, the very fabric and essence of what they hoped to study and understand seemed
fast disappearing, lending a sense of urgency to the work of the Committee on the
Preservation of Natural Conditions.

With growing effectiveness around 1920, Shelford and his associates began gathering a
catalog of natural areas typical of each region, sought to identify an ESA representative in
each state, and prepared a list of people as well as local and national organizations interested
in preservation. The finished product might be described as monumental. Published in 1926,
The Naturalist’s Guide to the Americas ran to well over 700 pages, describing physiographic
provinces from Alaska to the Amazon River, assessments of the plant and animal life, the
location of unpolluted waters, and remarkable natural features. The volume included a
natural history bibliography for each region, country, state or province. Although Shelford
served as the general editor, he was assisted by Forrest Shreve of the Carnegie Institution’s
Desert Laboratory as well as seven other subject editors in compiling the work of numerous
other authors. The Naturalist’s Guide listed all the natural areas the authors could locate on
the North American Continent. This remarkable enumeration of natural places not only
listed the obvious federal forests and parks, but also small private and state-owned wildlife
preserves. Scientists of the 1920s generally thought of “pristine” landscapes as untouched
by human hand, because their cultural blinders caused them to underestimate the effects
Native Americans had on natural systems. The authors of The Naturalist’s Guide may
have shared this prejudice, yet the areas they thought worthy of noting for natural features
included arboretums and parts of forested metropolitan parks within the limits of cities such
as Cleveland and Cincinnati. In short, they attempted to compile a list, including areas as
small as 50 acres, where human intrusions seemed negligible, a protected status would be
desirable, and research might be conducted (Shelford, 1926).

Between the world wars, the ESA Committee on the Preservation of Natural Conditions
took part in securing protection for some notable areas. Big Bend National Park in Texas, the
Quetico-Superior wilderness in northern Minnesota, and Glacier Bay National Monument
in Alaska provide examples of their contributions to preservation campaigns. Identified
during the 1920s by the commiittee as deserving special protective status, by 1944 these areas
had been designated a national monument, park, or a U.S. Forest Service primitive area.
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Significantly, Shelford believed that scientists could and should lead the way in
conservation. In the Naturalist’s Guide to the Americas he included a piece by Henry
S. Graves, from 1910 to 1920 chief forester of the U. S. Forest Service, on “The Duty
of Scientific Men”. Graves argued that conservation awaited organization, and there
was “a duty for the great national organizations of scientific men to join hands in assuming this
leadership”. The goals of Shelford and Graves were rather ambitious and presaged terms
like “sustainable development”, but they reveal that many scientific people of the 1920s
perceived environmental problems in a comprehensive manner. They saw the weakness of
a piecemeal approach, arguing that these dilemmas required systematic approaches. They
utilized the Progressive movement and its emphasis on the positive power of government.
Graves suggested that scientists could assemble the necessary information and render an
“interpretation of the problems of conservation from the broad viewpoint of the relation of all resources to
our national development” (Graves, 1926). While Shelford and Adams agreed that scientists
should lead the way in conservation, they later came to disagree over the role of professional
societies in the preservation of natural places.

During the 1920s, ecologist Charles C. Adams shared Shelford’s driving interest in
preserving natural conditions. As president of the ESA in 1923, he was certainly aware of the
activities of the ESA Committee on Natural Conditions and demonstrated his own interest
by publishing several notes and articles on the subject. While some of his early work in
biogeography focused on a genus of snails in the Tennessee River Valley, Adams claimed
that he “became deeply impressed with the importance of the study of natural conditions”, beginning
with his 1905 ecological survey of Isle Royale on the north shore of Lake Superior (Adams,
1925, p. 561; Raup, 1959; Sprugel, 1985). In 1917, while Shelford was organizing the ESA
Committee on the Preservation of Natural Conditions, Adams called himself a forest
zoologist and taught at the New York State College of Forestry in Syracuse. Adams joined
in Shelford’s effort to preserve natural conditions, speaking and writing on the subject. In
1922, Adams presented a paper at the second National Conference of State Parks on “The
Relation of Wild Life to the Public in National and State Parks.” At this time, Adams did
not specifically speak for the preservation of predators, but he did suggest that if the parks
were to be permanently maintained, they “must remain primarily a wilderness”, a vehicle for
the larger purpose of “maintaining their native plants and animals in natural conditions”. One of the
primary concerns Adams shared with other scientists was the problem of exotic species
in the parks. The American Association for the Advancement of Science in 1921 passed
resolutions urging the National Park Service to prohibit the introduction of non-native
plants or animals into the parks, and furthermore noted its strong opposition to “all other
unessential interference with natural conditions” (Adams, 1923, p. 129, 130, 137).

In 1925, Adams wrote “Ecological Conditions in National Forests and in National
Parks” for the June issue of The Scientific Monthly, in which he clearly advocated for the
protection of original conditions within the parks (Adams, 1925). His article seemed to
make some favorable impressions among foresters, yet Adams regretted that he did not
strike up more enthusiasm among National Park Service personnel. His impressions may
have been shaped by the fact that as a member of the American Forestry Association he had
maintained close professional connections with foresters, yet it is clear that NPS leadership
was not terribly enthusiastic about surveying the ecological complexity of its domain.
Director Steven Mather and his assistant Horace Albright were essentially preoccupied
with boosting tourism (Sellars, 1997, p. 281—284). Like Victor Shelford and many others of
his generation, Charles Adams gave an enthusiastic push to the idea of preserving natural
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conditions. The living creatures that embodied those primitive conditions, however, became
a locus of dispute during the 1920s.

From Preserving Primitive Conditions to Preserving Predators

Adams’s interest in preserving natural conditions for scientific study found expression
and developed further during the 1920s in a growing movement to preserve native
predators in North America. Recognition that predators formed a crucial element within
natural conditions was the essential link between the two movements. Adams and others
sought sanctuaries for predators specifically so that “primitive conditions” could carry on
unimpeded.

Unusualeventsin Yellowstone National Park duringthe mid-1920shelped shape Adams’s
ideas on predators. In 1922, the U.S. Fish Commission secured the services of a reputable
parasitologist, Henry B. Ward, to come to Yellowstone for the purpose of investigating a
parasite that made the park’s trout appear “wormy” and therefore unappetizing to anglers.
He was also pressed, however, to render an opinion on the food habits of the pelicans. The
U.S. Fish Commission demanded that the park control a population of American White
Pelicans (Pelecanus erythrorhynchos) on Yellowstone Lake. Despite disclaimers about not
making value judgments, Ward’s information was employed to convince Horace Albright
to conduct from 1924 through at least 1928 small “experiments” in controlling the pelican
population by destroying eggs and chicks on Molly Island.

In 1925, Charles Adams was the first scientist to openly object to the common perception
that pelicans feasting on the trout was a bad thing needing some corrective measure. Adams
argued that the pelicans were hardly to blame for a noted decline in park sport fishing.
Rather, the Fish Commission’s collection of trout eggs, overzealous anglers and park hotels
and camps that served trout were causing anglers’ creels to go unfilled. Most importantly,
Adams called on the purposes of the parks, noting the “real purpose of the National Parks is to
preserve in them what can best be maintained there” (Adams, 1925). The American White Pelican
needed isolated and undisturbed nesting grounds, and the parks provided such places where
natural conditions played themselves out.

The pelican episode also introduced Charles Adams to the action agendas of well-
known but not always well-liked conservationists. In the early summer of 1931, Rosalie
Edge of New York published a small yet inflammatory pamphlet, “Last of the White
Pelican”, insinuating that the Park Service was destroying this rare native bird. In late
1931, W.L. McAtee also defended the pelican on the pages of Bird Lore, published by the
Audubon Societies. National Park Service leaders Horace Albright and Stephen Mather
had carefully created an image of the Park Service as an agency that protected wildlife, and
they seemed very sensitive to negative publicity. The NPS resistance to protecting wolves
(Canis lupus) and coyotes (Canis latrans) had been reinforced and supported by widespread
cultural antipathy for predators, but the public viewed the pelicans not as predaceous but
as beautiful, rare, and innocent victims of needless persecution. In the May 1931 number
of the Journal of Mammalogy, Horace Albright declared protection for all animals in the
national parks, yet curiously one year later Yellowstone Superintendent Roger W. Toll
proclaimed full protection for the park’s pelicans. For Adams, the Yellowstone episode
made sense of the connections between preserving natural conditions on public lands and
saving predators.
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The Federal predator-control program

During the late 1800s, ranchers had sought to eradicate wolves and coyotes that took
advantage of the great numbers of cattle that replaced the virtually extinct bison on the
plains and in western states. Early encouragement and organization of this effort consisted of
bounty systems that became known for rampant fraud. When the federal government began
predator control work in 1915, much of the damage had been done to the wolf. Hence, the
Biological Survey’s work assisting stockmen turned its attention mainly to coyotes and later
to rodents such as prairie dogs that were resented for their raids on grain supplies, disliked
for eating the grass that cattle might otherwise receive, and for digging holes that some
people thought caused injury to horses and stock (Dunlap, 1988, p. 48).

Originally established in 1885 as the Office of Economic Ornithology and Mammalogy,
the federal Bureau of Biological Survey (BBS) had strong roots in natural history traditions.
Under director Clinton Hart Merriam, the Bureau carried out scientific work in taxonomy
and biogeography at a standard respected by academic museums. Bureau personnel, in fact,
helped establish the American Society of Mammalogists. The Bureau’s respected status
did not last, however, as western livestock interests pressured congressmen for assistance,
with the result that the Bureau became employed in assisting ranchers in killing “varmints”.
Merriam left the agency when it became apparent that his interests in natural history and
scientific research would be subsumed under a new mission of practical control measures.
In the mid-1920s, a new Division of Predator and Rodent Control (PARC) was created,
and this section became the target of the ASM campaign (Cameron, 1929; Sterling 1974,
1989; Dunlap, 1988, p. 35—39). Nevertheless, the Bureau had important and lasting ties
with academia, including the development of cooperative wildlife research projects with the
states. The long debate over federal predator control policies might be understood partly
as a family feud; mammalogists in the Bureau employed science to make the range safe for
agriculture, while mammalogists in the academy utilized ecology to defend the predatory
species. Ranchers’ expectations for federal science clashed with the presumptions of
scientists mostly outside the Bureau who wanted federal science to take a greater interest in
the preservation of natural conditions and wildlife species.

The ASM Committees

Charles Adams’s participation on committees of the American Society of
Mammalogists reveal the connections between ecology, the movement for the
preservation of natural conditions, and the ASM drive for the protection of native
predators. Beginning in 1920, Adams chaired two out of three ASM committees that
aimed to preserve mammalian predators. While there was some overlap in the life of
the three committees, they arrived on the scene sequentially, the first two organized in
significant measure thanks to the efforts of Adams. The Life History Committee was
created first in the early 1920s and continued under W.P. Taylor at least through 1927;
the Committee on Wildlife Sanctuaries was established by June of 1924; and, finally, the
Special Committee on Problems of Predatory Animal Control initiated activities in 1930
under Harold E. Anthony. The mammalogists’ fight against federal predator control was
carried out through the work of these committees, but scientists and conservationists also
organized opposition informally behind the scenes.



88 NCTOPWKO-BNONOTMYECKWNE NCCNEQOBAHNA. 2021. Tom 13. Ne 2

The American Society of Mammalogists had been organized in 1919, about four
years after the Ecological Society of America (Sterling, 1974, p. 415—417; Hoffmeister,
1969)3. Adams participated actively in both organizations from their beginnings, helping to
initiate the ASM Life History Committee and serving as its first chairman during the early
1920s. The activities of this committee can be understood best in the context of economic
ornithology and economic mammalogy as practiced at the time. In justifying protection for
wildlife during the early part of the twentieth century, conservationists found themselves
using a variety of arguments. The rational and scientific side of these arguments often took
economic forms. Farmers had waged war on chicken hawks, owls, and other species because
they believed those creatures hurt their financial interests. The Bureau of Biological Survey
was charged with assisting farmers in their battle against the elements. Within the Bureau’s
Division of Food Habits Research, economic ornithologists used techniques that naturalists
such as S.A. Forbes had pioneered in the 1870s. They carefully observed birds in the wild,
examined stomach contents, and employed scatological analysis to determine exactly
what birds consumed. The ASM Life History Committee also can be seen as a product of
nineteenth century natural history traditions, performing basic research on the life habits
and distributions of species that were not yet well documented. This list of little-known
species included significant species of the mountain west, such as grizzly bears (Ursus arctos
horribilis). During the 1930s, research documenting the food habits of mammals began to
play an important role in defending native predators from unfounded claims of excessive
damages to stock. By the late 1930s, Adolph Murie came to Yellowstone Park, where he
determined that coyotes roaming the northern areas of the park consumed mainly rodents,
rather than the sheep on Forest Service allotments just north of the park. Park Service
naturalists used Murie’s research to fend off ranchers’ demands that Yellowstone poison
coyotes within the park.

In 1924, opposition in the ASM to the Bureau of Biological Survey’s policies coalesced
and became public. Naturalist Joseph Scattergood Dixon and Charles C. Adams initiated
a dialog in the early summer of 1924, discussing predators in their correspondence. Dixon
was a practiced naturalist and curator of mammals at the Museum of Vertebrate Zoology in
Berkeley. He was a veteran of many field expeditions, widely known and respected not only
for his judgments on matters of systematics, but also for his opinions on practical matters
affecting wildlife (Sterling et al., 1997, p. 210—212). Rumor had it that the ASM would
appoint a committee to look into the predator problem. Both Adams and Dixon worried
that the Biological Survey did not take mammalogists’ concerns seriously. How could they
remedy this situation?

Adams began the task of reforming the Bureau through his work on committees of the
American Society of Mammalogists. At the 1924 ASM meeting, members openly debated
federal policy with two Bureau biologists, E.A. Goldman and W.B. Bell. In August 1924,
ASM president Wilfred H. Osgood appointed Adams to head a new committee to look
into the predator control issue. Dixon had met Osgood, and thought him “perfectly fair-
minded”* Walter P. Taylor of the Museum of Vertebrate Zoology filled Adams’s place as

3 Hoffmeister D.F. (1969). A History of the American Society of Mammalogists, Program of
ASM Meeting, (pp. 8—11). Box 3. E 230. RG 22. (Records of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service),
National Archives at College Park, Maryland.

4 Dixon to Adams, June 10, 1924, Adams correspondence, Museum of Vertebrate Zoology,
University of California-Berkeley (hereafter cited as MVZ-UCB).
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chairman of the Life History Committee. Shortly thereafter, Adams accepted the director’s
position at the New York State Museum in Albany. From his new office, he chaired the
ASM Committee on Wildlife Sanctuaries until 1928. Other members of the committee
included Vernon Bailey and E. A. Goldman (Bureau of Biological Survey), Joseph Dixon
(Museum of Vertebrate Zoology), and Edmund Heller (from 1926—1928, curator of
mammals at Chicago’s Field Museum). The composition of the committee was intended to
provide a balance of viewpoints. Adams initially had resisted Osgood’s request to serve on
the committee because he had made his general position on the predator issue clear at the
ASM meeting, and he worried that others would view his leadership as less than impartial.
Adams voiced firm opinions on the predator issue, yet Edward William Nelson, the Bureau
of Biological Survey Chief from 1916—1927, also urged Adams to chair the committee.
Adamis clarified the mission of the committee, which became identifying “localities particularly
suited for the preservation of the larger predators™>.

This committee was due to submit its report in 1927, yet Dixon was concerned that
the draft report Adams sent him would be rejected out of hand by Heller and Goldman.
Additionally, Dixon was hoping that he would be appointed to carry out an investigation
of the relationship between widespread poisoning and the welfare of furbearing species
pursued by trappers. He worried that a report condemning poisoning would disqualify him
for the job. In deference to Dixon’s reservations, Adams delayed the report for one year,
claiming the pause necessary to gather more data and to get naturalist Milton Skinner’s
Yellowstone data into print. The negotiations within the committee over the content of
the report provided perhaps the most compelling reason for the delay. Indeed, it proved
impossible to reach a consensus, even within a small committee. In March 1928, Adams
sent Dixon a “dehydrated” committee report that had been revised by Bailey and Goldman.
“This is about all we can expect from them”, wrote Adams. Dixon did not think the report went
far enough, endorsing Adams’s suggestion that the chairman’s introductory note might be
submitted as a minority report. The final report thus included the uncompromising views of
Adams and Dixon, submitted as the minority opinion®.

The relationship between officials and scientists of the Bureau of Biological Survey and
some mammalogists in the ASM was characterized by mistrust and friction. In 1927, BBS
Chief E.W. Nelson wrote a letter to Adams that ended by asking about a recent episode
in western New York. Coyotes had suddenly reappeared in numbers sufficient to spark a
farmers’ protest and a bounty on the predators. Sarcastically, he enquired “If these animals
are such desirable citizens, why was it that the naturalists of New York State did not arise in their might and
demand that these interesting beasts be permitted to go on and enjoy their interesting lives without man’s
brutal interference?”’

Two major criticisms propelled the opposition to federal predator control. The issue
of incidental take provided a clear focus for the scientists’ movement against poisoning, a
method that did not distinguish between the target species and other wildlife. Throughout
the 1920s, the fur industry protested the use of poison and the indiscriminate destruction of

5 Charles C. Adams to committee members, Feb. 11, 1925, Adams correspondence, MVZ-
UCB.

¢ Adams to Dixon, May 14, 1927, Adams to Dixon March 24, 1928, and Dixon to Adams,
March 30, 1928, Adams Correspondence, MVZ-UCB. Heller signed on to the minority report written
by Adams and Dixon.

7 E. W. Nelson to Adams, May 27, 1927, Adams Correspondence, MVZ-UCB.
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fur resources. The fur trapping industry was still a significant economic enterprise during the
1920s, and industry leaders leaned on their political representatives and notified the chief
of the BBS of their concerns. In the state of New York, the industry was important enough
that the Roosevelt Wild Life Experiment Station (organized by Adams) carried out research
particular to furbearing species in northeastern forests (Pritchard, 1999, p. 44—46).

Secondly, the Bureau’s critics lambasted the agency’s scientific methods and
interpretation of statistics. In August 1925, Joseph Dixon wrote to E.W. Nelson concerning
the issue of incidental take. While the Survey claimed that two thirds of the coyotes
destroyed by poison were never found and thus their numbers had to be inferred, the
Bureau also claimed that wildcats, skunks, raccoons, foxes, porcupines, and badgers died
immediately upon taking the bait. Thus, nearly all could be counted, demonstrating that
only a few furbearers were killed in coyote poisoning operations. Dixon rejected this logic,
arguing that many poisoned furbearers were never found, and suggested that if the survey
took greater care in determining the incidental take, they would enjoy more confidence
from mammalogists.

In 1926, Dixon criticized the Bureau for not investigating the food habits of predators, as
it did for birds. The criticism was deserved — no evidence supported the ranchers’ demands
for control, or the Bureau’s claims regarding the numbers of predators killed. Reliable
numbers were not available because the Bureau had not performed much, if any, scientific
research. Lee R. Dice, curator of mammals at the University of Michigan, suggested the
ASM was “fully within its province when it states that in its opinion the policies of the Survey are not
founded on a sound body of fact”. He further urged the ASM not to perform research for the
Bureau, arguing the BBS had become “largely an administrative and control organization”, when
its primary role should have been investigative®. Ultimately, the reputation of the Bureau
of Biological Survey as a scientific organization was pulverized by the predator controversy.

During the mid-1920s, several sources of inspiration motivated the mammalogists’
movement against the Bureau of Biological Survey’s predator control program. Historian
Thomas Dunlap’s excellent account of the ASM campaign against federal predator control
portrays Joseph Grinnell as the leader of western mammalogists who were most actively
involved in opposing predator control activities (Dunlap, 1988, p. 49; Worster, 1994,
p. 274—282). There is no doubt that Grinnell and other individuals at the Museum of
Vertebrate Zoology including Joseph Dixon and E. Raymond Hall did play crucial roles in
the opposition to federal predator control. Yet in the movement’s early days, from his desk
in New York, Adams initiated formal contacts with the Bureau of Biological Survey and
organized ASM committees. His partner was Dixon, who provided the field and technical
expertise as well as a steady presence until the late 1920s when others became active in
the ASM campaign. During those early stages, Adams and Dixon carried on the necessary
paperwork of challenging the Bureau, while a wider network of discussion provided impetus
to the growing concern among mammalogists about federal predator control efforts.

Throughout the 1920s and 1930s, Joseph Grinnell gave tacit permission to field
naturalists under his employ to participate in the campaign against federal predator control
(Miller, 1964; Gillispie, 1970, p. 545). He cautioned Dixon and Hall not to speak or write
opinions on behalf of the MVZ, but they might say anything or serve actively on the ASM
committee “just so you always insist that you are acting as an impartial man of science”, but not

8 Lee R. Dice to H. E. Anthony, April 28, 1931, Anthony Correspondence, MVZ-UCB.
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representing the University of California®. While he favored Dixon publishing a paper on
the predatory animal situation, he made it clear that “all personalities be left out”'°. In short,
he was a gentleman who did not wish to offend old acquaintances or violate professional
working relationships. Grinnell reaffirmed this tacit support when he assured E. Raymond
Hall that he had encouraged Dixon all along, and that Hall could expect similar support''.

In 1929, Grinnell wrote to Adams, “Personally, although | have my own ideas(!), | have decided
that | can have ‘nothing to say’. To cook up an adequate rejoinder would mean very careful, and prolonged
study, so as to make exceedingly sure of facts”'2. Grinnell was reluctant to involve his institution in
a messy conflict with a government agency and thus offend state legislators (Dunlap, 1988,
p. 49)"3. Surviving memos and letters indicate that Grinnell discussed the issues of predator
control and the politics of conservation with his museum staff, particularly E. Raymond
Hall. His letters to fellow professionals were generally quite brief on political issues, yet
long and specific on the details of collecting, preserving, and cataloging specimens. For
Grinnell, the politics of conservation were interesting and a source of concern, but they
seemed to play second fiddle to the pressing business of systematic zoology.

The Problem of Predatory Mammals

During the 1920s, ranchers and the Bureau of Biological Survey carried out their
campaigns against predators with efficiency, killing all but the last vestiges of wolf and
mountain lion populations in the lower forty-eight states. Remnant populations existed
only in the most remote areas, places far from ranches in the valleys and furthest from
grazing leases on U.S. Forest Service lands. The national parks, despite years of eliminating
predators that killed animals popular with the tourists, still retained limited populations of
their native carnivores. Yet time was running out.

A common beliefabout predators was that they would always persist in the West. Coyotes
in particular seemed resilient and ubiquitous. E. W. Nelson wrote Adams suggesting there
was “no cause for nature lovers to fear extermination of these interesting animals”. Like the red fox
(Vulpes vulpes) in the eastern states, wolves and coyotes would simply endure. Yet almost in
the same breath, Nelson suggested it would be “practicable, no doubt, to more or less completely
eliminate both coyotes and mountain lions” (Puma concolor) in the Western states. In fact, only
recently had the Bureau ceased using the word “exterminate” in its lexicon. The efforts of
ranchers and the Bureau had been successful. By 1925 it seemed that the last populations
of large mammalian predators were holed up in the national parks. Nelson had “not the
slightest objection to the continued existence of a limited number of wolves and mountain lions within
national parks™, but he found it hard to imagine why the parks would want them considering
they were “exceedingly destructive to game”!4. And Nelson was hardly alone. In fact, the Park
Service was actively shooting and trapping predators in Yellowstone National Park, offering

° Grinnell to Hall, August 19, 1930, Hall Correspondence, MVZ-UCB.

10 Dixon to Adams, June 10, 1924, Adams correspondence, MVZ-UCB.

11 See also the E. Raymond Hall correspondence, MVZ-UCB.

12 Grinnell to Adams, August 12, 1929, Adams Correspondence 1909-29, MVZ-UCB.
13 See also Grinnell to Hall, August 19, 1930, Hall Correspondence, MVZ-UCB.

4 E.W. Nelson to Charles Adams, August 7, 1925, Box 17, CCAP-WMU.
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bounties to rangers bringing in proof of their kills. In 1926, the last Yellowstone wolf was
shot during this campaign.

In 1925, when Adams publicly advocated for the preservation of natural conditions, he
hoped that representative habitats or examples of successional processes might be preserved
in many distinct places. He also believed that significant and remote areas outside of the
parks still existed where predators might be protected. BBS Chief E.W. Nelson sought to
disabuse Adams of this notion, advising him “I do not know of a single area left in this country which
would fit into such a category”'>. Adams started with the desire to protect natural conditions for
scientific study, but by 1924 realized that the preserves had limited value to science if the full
complement of animal life was not present.

In 1926, on the pages of the Roosevelt Wild Life Bulletin, Adams registered his opinion
on the problem of predatory mammals. Adams urged foresters to “not endeavor to console
ourselves with the idea that if we could exterminate predators in economic forests, our troubles would
be over”. “Control”, he noted, “is a permanent problem”. Measures taken against the larger
predators would result in an increase in rodents and other small animals that would sooner
or later present another problem, calling for additional control. In the national parks, he
noted, another standard came into play, the ideal of passing on park resources unimpaired
for future generations. While the balance of nature was an idea widely used, Adams and
others noted that nature did not stand still. “The wise procedure in maintaining wild or wilderness
conditions”, Adams suggested, “is to interfere as little as possible with the course of Nature”.
Specifically, Adams derided the NPS for borrowing a policy of extermination from the
Biological Survey (Adams, 1926).

The activities of the ASM Committee on Wild Life Sanctuaries stalled during 1927 and
1928, as Adams and others became increasingly frustrated with the Bureau’s unyielding
position. Although Adams and Dixon were able to open and develop the issues, and carry
the fight along for a time, they eventually needed and received assistance. Beginning in 1928,
E. Raymond Hall (curator of mammals at the Museum of Vertebrate Zoology in Berkeley),
Harold E. Anthony (curator of mammals at the American Museum of Natural History in
New York City), and A. Brazier Howell (Department of Anatomy at Johns Hopkins Medical
School) began to participate in the ASM movement against federal predator control. The
ASM Sanctuary Committee was reformulated in 1930 as the ASM Special Committee on
Problems in Predatory Animal Control.

In 1930, the pressure peaked when Congress considered future appropriations for
the Bureau. In April, not less than 148 scientists associated with nationally recognized
institutions signed a formal protest orchestrated by A. Brazier Howell, which was widely
circulated and distributed to congressional representatives. The Bureau had requested $1
million annually for a ten-year program against predators, and legislation for this purpose (S
3483) was introduced in Congress (Dunlap, 1988, p. 55—56). In April 1930, Congress held
hearings where just as at the PARC conventions, the National Wool Growers Association
showed up in force, cajoling and demanding the federal government take action. Although
Adams later thought that the Bureau had been “hit pretty hard all along the line” by the testimony
of Howell and Hall, the mammalogists’ opposition ultimately did not greatly sway the
results'®. At the ASM spring meeting, Goldman and Henderson defended the Bureau’s
work, claiming that food-habits research showed that coyotes were great consumers of beef

15 Ibid.
16 Adams to Grinnell, February 24, 1931, Adams Correspondence, MVZ-UCB.
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and lamb. Dixon and Hall criticized the Bureau’s use of science, declaring that the analysis
of stomach contents carried out by the Bureau was biased and faulty. The ASM and the
Survey agreed on a joint field inspection to see if official guidelines for the use of poison were
being followed by the rank and file on the ground, but the trip did not resolve any issue nor
did it calm tempers (Dunlap, 1988, p. 58).

For all its efforts, by 1930 the ASM seemed to have made little headway in changing the
Bureau’s policies. A. Brazier Howell thought that the Survey:

cares not in the least how much we pan it, if we do not make too much noise in doing so; and it was
precisely for this reason that it has seemed to cooperate with the ASM investigation — because it knew that
it would prevent the Society from taking any definite and vigorous action for at least a year'”.

Joseph Grinnell wrote one of his most direct and forceful letters to Barrington Moore,
editor of Ecology, informing him that “l am not so sanguine as you are” about the benefits of any
investigation carried out by the Bureau. Grinnell argued that “we know enough right now, to
justify discontinuing all poisoning of predatory animals” except in extreme circumstances'®. In 1930,
Anthony expressed frustration after reading mammalogist Lee R. Dice’s criticism of the
Survey, writing Hall that “the Dice criticism is just the sort of thing that the Society of Mammalogists
has been recording for ten years, and at the end of ten years they are just where they started”'*. Adams
had a similar sense that nothing had come of the Ecological Society’s work, writing Grinnell
that “Itis a shame that so much time is given to cheap politics, rather than to science and to constructive
programs”?. Historian Thomas Dunlap describes a “general collapse” after 1930 of the forces
opposing federal control polices. In 1931, Congress passed the Animal Damage Control
Act, approving the Bureau’s ten-year plan (Dunlap, 1988, p. 59). While opposition to
federal predator control in the scientific societies may not have been entirely effective, it
did not lie inert. From 1930, Adams redirected his efforts to preserve predators and natural
conditions in a new direction.

New Directions in the ESA and the NRC

In 1930, participants reorganized the ASM effort against federal predator control
policies. Harold E. Anthony became chair of the new ASM Special Committee on Problems
of Predatory Mammal Control. He held the post of curator of mammals at the American
Museum of Natural History in New York City, one of the premier scientific institutions
of the day, writing over fifty papers from 1913 to 1927. Anthony was active in a dozen
scientific societies (in both ornithology and mammalogy) and was elected president of the
American Society of Mammalogists in 1935 (Sterling et al., 1997, p. 29—31). Also serving
on the committee were Lee Dice, curator of mammals at the University of Michigan, and
C.T. Vorhies of the University of Arizona in Tucson. Finally, two committee members
had connections with the Museum of Vertebrate Zoology in Berkeley — E. Raymond Hall
served as curator of mammals at the museum, while Milton P. Skinner networked among

17 Howell to Anthony, December 26, 1930, Howell Correspondence, MVZ-UCB.
18 Grinnell to Moore, April 14, 1931, Moore correspondence, MVZ-UCB.

1% Anthony to Hall, November 21, 1930, Anthony Correspondence, MVZ-UCB.
2 Adams to Grinnell, February 24, 1931, Adams Correspondence, MVZ-UCB.
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Cooper Club members along the West Coast, offering his services as field naturalist and
lecturer. While Hall and Howell provided notable energy and diligence to the predator
control debate over the next six years, Anthony provided necessary leadership, diplomacy
and connections.

As if following the lead of the ASM, in 1930 the ESA reorganized its Committee on
the Preservation of Natural Conditions, creating one for Canada and one for the United
States. Shelford, under authority of the by-laws, created the ESA Committee on the Study
of Plant and Animal Communities, which served as a fact gathering body, while the original
group functioned as a “Public Contact Committee to urge governmental agencies to act in certain
ways” (Shelford, 1943).2' Shelford later thought the arrangement was quite effective. The
two committees operated simultaneously from 1933 through 1945. A.O. Weese, Curtis
Newcombe, and Charles Kendeigh joined Shelford in leading these committees.

While Shelford pushed preservation efforts in the ESA, others looked to the National
Research Council (NRC) to preserve natural conditions and predators. This was a body
within the National Academy of Sciences created in 1916 to mobilize science for public
purposes. The work of the National Research Council’s Committee on Wild Life Studies
and its following incarnations until the beginning of WWII demonstrate not only links
between the two preservation movements, but also some of the continuing tensions within
the conservation movement. Late in 1931, just after John C. Merriam was appointed as
chair of a new NRC wildlife committee, Harold Anthony went to Washington to try to
convince him that the NRC might be able to help out in the Biological Survey controversy?’.
Other appointees to this NRC committee included Adams, Anthony, Harold C. Bryant, E.
A. Goldman, Aldo Leopold, and Victor Shelford.

The NRC, after the Sporting Arms and Ammunition Manufacturing Institute (SAAMI)
made approaches, charged the Committee on Wild Life Studies with carrying out a large-
scale game study. By late December, Aldo Leopold had a proposal ready for the NRC game
survey.? This episode revealed rifts within the conservation movement. Charles Adams
was suspicious of SAAMI, and considered Leopold “too much of a tool”, thinking that the
gun manufacturers were using Leopold to “gain respectability” by funding fellowships at the
universities?*. The study was intended to provide an overview of game populations and
evaluate conservation measures in midwestern states, including Ohio, Indiana, Michigan,
I1linois, Wisconsin, Minnesota, lowa, and Missouri.

In December 1928, Leopold had presented the initial results of his own, prior game
survey at the meeting of the American Game Conference, where he suggested that saving
isolated habitat as refuges would not be enough to preserve game populations from
agricultural techniques that tidied up every last corner of the landscape. The American
Game Protective Association thereupon appointed Leopold to a committee charged with
recommending new national game policies (Meine, 1988, p. 259—268; Lorbiecki, 1996,
p. 106—109). This committee sought to define and advance an American system of game

21 See also Directory of the ESA, Bulletin of the Ecological Society of America 18 (December
1937), 60—68.

22 Anthony to Hall, December 2, 1931. Anthony Correspondence, MVZ-UCB.

2 Wild Life Committee, National Research Council, “Proposed Game Survey,” Dec. 30, 1931,
Box 60, CCAP-WMU.

2 Adams to Hornaday, January 13, 1932. See also Adams to Hall, July 24, 1935, Adams
Correspondence, MVZ-UCB.
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conservation that encouraged wild game populations, in contrast to the European system
of game ranching and private ownership of game. Leopold’s contribution to this American
style of game management was significant. He continued the SAAMI game survey until the
late winter of 1932, when depression-era cutbacks ended the institute’s funding of his work
(Meine, 1988, p. 275-278, 288). In December 1931, as NRC committee member Leopold
planned a new multi-state survey of the Midwest, Charles Adams wondered what “hidden
trade” might be involved?®.

In 1934, the NRC designated Aldo Leopold chair of the Committee on Wild Life to
replace John C. Merriam. Two of the members did not want Leopold as chair, arguing
that a “broader perspective” was necessary. This opinion reflected, says Leopold’s biographer
Curt Meine, “the general low esteem in which game management was held by ‘pure’ zoologists”. The
chair of NRC’s Division of Biology and Agriculture, Ivy F. Lewis, remained unwavering
in his choice, because the committee critics were also rather inactive. Under Leopold, the
committee promoted wildlife research and gave advice in creating the Cooperative Research
Units at colleges (Meine, 1988, p. 325).

In late 1937, because several members felt that “wild life” did not cover the group’s
concerns and activities, the NRC committee changed its name to the Committee on the
Preservation of Natural Conditions®. By that time, the committee included Adams, H.E.
Anthony of the American Museum of Natural History (chair), Henry I. Baldwin of the
New Hampshire Forestry and Recreation Department, R.E. Coker of the University of
North Carolina, William S. Cooper of the University of Minnesota, Herbert C. Hanson
of the Alaska Rural Rehabilitation Corporation, Ellsworth Huntington of Yale University,
G.E. Nichols, Edward A. Preble, independent wildlife expert, and Albert Hazen Wright, a
respected herpetologist from Cornell University. The committee membership thuscomprised
some of the leaders of significant institutions of the day, as well as active participants in
scientific associations. The group must have seemed capable of real progress. Cooper had
been instrumental in the designation of Glacier Bay National Park, for example. In 1937,
Grinnell had high hopes for the “reconstituted advisory committee which will be undoubtedly potent
in Washington?’.

Yet ultimately the NRC committee had little more visible effectiveness than the efforts
of the ASM and ESA committees. By 1941, Cooper counted four organizations that had
concerned themselves with the preservation of natural conditions: the NRC group, the
ESA’s committee, the Wilderness Society, and the Robert Marshall Foundation. Cooper
worried that these groups would overlap efforts and waste energy, and so urged coordination
with representatives of other committees and organizations, including Robert Sterling Yard
and S. Charles Kendeigh. Following his recommendation, C.S. Newcombe and Kendeigh
came to the March 1941 meeting of the NRC committee in New York.

As it turned out, Cooper’s worries became subsumed under the conflagration of World
War 11, which redirected the vital energy of the National Research Council toward the
pursuit of war-related problems. The NRC Committee on the Preservation of Natural
Conditions apparently did not survive past 1945, and Victor Shelford’s effort to preserve
natural areas was limited in effect, at least within the ESA. During the war, Shelford’s ESA

2 Adams to Leopold, June 1, 1935, Box 60, CCAP-WMU.
26 This name was, by coincidence or by intent, the same as the ESA committee.
27 Grinnell to Adams, February 4, 1937, Adams Correspondence, MVZ-UCB.
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Committee on the Study of Plant and Animal Communities ceased functioning, but the
Committee on Natural Conditions did continue under Newcombe’s direction.

Since 1937, Shelford had been pushing the Ecological Society’s executive committee
to become more active in preservation. In June 1944, he published two open letters to the
membership, seeking support for his vision of the society’s fundamental purpose over the
prior twenty-seven years as “concerned with the preservation of research materials for its members”.
Shelford carried on the fight to continue active preservation efforts within the ESA, writing
personal notes to members asking them to support the preservation committee. At the ESA
business meeting in September 1944, the executive committee advised discontinuing the
preservation committee. Past presidents and the executive committee of the ESA opposed
direct action for nature preservation, thinking it unseemly for a scientific society to act
as a pressure group. Adams wrote a letter to Shelford, expressing his worry that Shelford
had “forced a decision” that threatened the balance of research, publishing, meetings and
advocacy that had been built over the years in the society (Shelford, 1944).

During 1945, the debate over the ESA’s mission came to a head in the form of a
referendum to the society. While Shelford had demanded permanence for the Committee
on the Preservation of Natural Conditions and other committees supported by 10%
of dues, the executive committee’s resolution barred specifying the names of standing
committees and did not stipulate financial support. Ballots were sent out on July 20, 1945,
and the vote, by a margin of 213 to 115, approved an amendment to the ESA bylaws that
for all practical purposes restricted the society from direct lobbying on legislation. In
essence, the membership defined the ESA more as a scientific society than as an activist
organization (Croker, 1991, p. 138—144)%. In 1946, as a result of the referendum vote put
to the membership, the ESA Committee on the Preservation of Natural Conditions was
disbanded, and Kendeigh resigned the chair of the Committee on the Study of Plant and
Animal Communities. Adams, Robert Griggs and others had proposed a “Conservation
Council” outside of the society that would consist of representatives from various agencies
and societies to plan, coordinate, and to lobby for conservation activities and programs.
The idea, originating in the National Conference on Outdoor Recreation and referred to
as a “Conservation Department”, had first come to Adams’s attention in 1927. Shelford
regrouped his forces and with Harold Hefley of Texas Technological College, establishing
an organization aimed at preserving natural areas, the Ecologists’ Union, with eighty-
three charter members including several past presidents of the ESA. In 1950, the group
reorganized as The Nature Conservancy (Croker, 1991, p. 144—146). This organization
has grown ever since, to employ about 3,100 staff and 400 scientists worldwide, working
with governments, corporations and local partners to build a “world where people and nature
thrive”. They have assisted landowners in writing conservation easements, and acted as a
broker for conservation land purchases, with resulting protection of ecosystem functions on

2 Charles C. Adams to Victor E. Shelford, October 23, 1944, CCAP-WMU. Adams to Dixon,
October 7, 1927, Adams Correspondence, MVZ-UCB.

» Referendum, Bulletin of the Ecological Society of America, Vol. 46, No. 3/4 (Dec. 1945), 12.
The vote, thought Kendeigh, had been swayed by the prestige of executive committee members.
After all, Shelford’s prior 1943 personal survey of the membership indicated considerable support
(85 per cent) for ESA action on legislative issues. This was not the last time that issues of professional
objectivity came before the ESA; see Nelkin (1976) and Nelkin (1977).

3 See also Robert F. Griggs to Charles C. Adams, October 6, 1944, uncatalogued, CCAP-
WMU. See also The Nature Conservancy website at www.tnc.org.
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millions of acres of land. The success of the Nature Conservancy, at least in part, may be a
consequence of the freedom that the organization gained by no longer having to represent
the official and “neutral” face of science.

Scientists and the Politics of Preservation

Historians Robert Croker and Sara F. Tjossem convey a general sense that caution
against active participation in public policy won out over activism for natural area protection
in the societies. However, the 1930s argument over the proper role of the ESA in nature
preservation involved larger issues. This was also a struggle over the “definition of acceptable
work within the discipline of ecology” and a challenge to the “ESA's role as the unified national voice
for the science of ecology” (Tjossem, 1994). The desire to maintain credibility by laying
claim to scientific objectivity was (and remains to this day) a considerable concern among
scientists. Yet the desire to make a difference in the world also persisted. In the 1980s, when
scientists created the Society for Conservation Biology (SCB), this association of scientists
consciously asserted that good science could rightfully involve activism for the conservation
of biodiversity. Today, the ESA and the SCB include policy issues and position statements
on their websites, and the SCB actively communicates their view regarding policy actions.
The ESA also sponsors information sessions for congressional staff, helps arrange meetings
for members with legislators, and is active in Washington, D.C. based coalitions that engage
in policy activities in support of science?®'.

When compared to Victor Shelford’s enthusiastic push within the ESA for action to
preserve natural areas, the NRC Committee on the Preservation of Natural Conditions may
appear rather lackluster, even stodgy. Yet this image, conveyed by emphasizing Shelford’s
outstanding contributions to natural area preservation over thirty years, may not do justice
to Adams and other scientists of the interwar era who also attempted to preserve natural
areas and wildlife (Croker, 1991). In his own mind, Adams was engaged in the good fight,
taking on the forces opposing intelligent conservation. Adams’s records contain a long
correspondence with the perceived troublemakers of the conservation world, notably
William T. Hornaday and Rosalie Edge. In these letters, Adams sympathized with their
outlook, wishing for more stringent protective measures, hoping that those in positions
of authority would demonstrate more backbone. He began writing to Rosalie Edge after
her battle to jar the National Association of Audubon Societies into more vigorous
action, mailed his annual contributions, and was listed on the Emergency Conservation
Committee’s board of consulting scientists. Yet while he aligned himself with the provocative
purposes of nature preservation, he labored away in the most bureaucratic of ways, serving
on committees that Shelford thought ineffective.

If one counts Adams as a ponderous conservative, then what do we make of Joseph
Grinnell? He was reluctant to engage the MVZ in the fight against federal predator control,
and took special pains to avoid direct criticism of Bureau personnel such as E.W. Nelson.
There is a problem with seeing conservationists as divided up into camps of conservation
or preservation, or grouped as heroic fighters contrasted against cautious and ineffective
penpushers. Using such a view, we might lump Grinnell and Adams together as the carefully
treading bureaucrats, yet this doesn’t begin to describe their attitudes, actions and influence.

31 See also the websites of the ESA (esa.org) and the SCB (conbio.org).
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Similarly, viewing Grinnell or Adams as significantly more active than the other does not
ring true, because they wrote to each other quite a bit, and shared a sense that they were on
the activist side of conservation’s struggles.

Adams, Shelford, and the Societies

Charles C. Adams and Victor Shelford illustrate how the Ecological Society of
America and the American Society of Mammalogists played critical roles in the politics
of preservation. From the very beginning of the campaign by members of the American
Society of Mammalogists against federal predator control policies, Adams played multiple
roles. His ideas in ecology, his interest in preserving natural conditions for scientific study,
and his experience with defending predator pelicans from an “experiment” in population
control during the 1930s in Yellowstone National Park led him towards practical efforts
to protect predatory species (Pritchard, 1999). The activities of Adams demonstrate the
connections between preserving natural conditions for scientific study, and the movement
for predator protection. Reassessing Adams’s role in the 1920s and 1930s allows us to see
the movement to protect natural conditions as a precursor to the movement against federal
predator control policies, as well as the growing connections between the scientific societies
concerned with wildlife preservation during the 1930s.

While his involvement with the NRC committees focusing on preserving natural
conditions in some ways paralleled the ESA committee, Adams’s efforts should not be
interpreted as merely duplicating Shelford’s activities. Rather, Adams might be seen as trying
new approaches in attempts to shape federal policies affecting wildlife. When he perceived
that efforts based in the scientific societies had failed to significantly shake up federal policy,
he attempted in the early 1940s to influence policy through a federal-level advisory board.
Victor Shelford similarly tested out other avenues toward achieving his goals. Shelford not
only joined the independent Grasslands Research Federation, but also chaired the National
Research Council’s Committee on the Ecology of the Grasslands. Like Adams, Shelford
saw possibilities in the NRC for support of ecological research as well as serving the cause of
preserving nature (Tobey, 1981, p. 127).

Ultimately, it is debatable whether the NRC Committee on the Preservation of Natural
Conditions was any more effective than the ESA and ASM committees. Additionally, the
plan for a federal “Conservation Council” never got off the ground. Adams’s actions should
not be seen as over-cautious conservatism, nor as capitulation to greater powers. Rather,
Adams and Shelford took different approaches to preserving natural conditions. While
Shelford maintained his faith that the ESA should take action to preserve natural areas,
Adams progressed toward influencing government policy outside of the auspices of the
professional association. Both approaches comprised valid and significant methodologies
within the conservation movement.

The involvement of scientific societies in the movements for the preservation of natural
places and for preservation of all wildlife species demonstrate the widespread nature
of scientific contributions to conservation, and how diverse sorts of people with diverse
interests and training, as well as various institutional affiliations, comprised a movement
greater than the individual parts. The examples of the American Society of Mammalogists
and the Ecological Society of America show that scientific societies will risk their “value-
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free” public image to engage in activism to protect science itself — in this case the habitats
and biota of North America, the open-air laboratories of zoology and ecology.

The author thanks Juan Ilerbaig, Paul Sutter, Doug Weiner, and Diane Debinski for their
insightful comments. Archivists Dr. Sharon Carlson at Western Michigan University, Janis
Leath at the University of Wyoming, Flora Nyland at the State University of New York, as well
as archivists at the Museum of Vertebrate Zoology at the University of California- Berkeley, and
at the University of North Carolina provided invaluable assistance. Research for this paper was
made possible by a grant from the lowa State University Graduate College’s Program in Science,
Technology, and Society.
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AMepuKaHCKoe 06LecTBO TEPPMONIOroB, 3K0ONOrnyecKoe
06uiecTBo AMEpUKU U NOJIMTUKA COXPaHEHUA

JUxenmc A. IIpnyarn

TlocynapctBeHHbI yHUBepcuTeT MoHTaHbl, bodman, MonTana, CIIIA;
james.pritchard@montana.edu

C 1920-x no Havana 1940-x rr. AMepuKaHCKOe OOIIECTBO TEPPUOJIOTOB U DKOJIOIMYECKOe OO0IIe-
CTBO AMEpUKHU OBl BOBJCUYEHBI B MPEANPUHUMAEMbIE YCUJINS IO COXPAHEHUIO MPUPOAHBIX YCIO0-
BMI1 Ha OXpaHSIEMBIX 3eMJISIX, & TAKXKE ITO0 COXPAHEHMIO XUIITHBIX Y APYTUX TUKUX KUBOTHBIX. YJIeHbI
SIPOCTHO TUCKYTUPOBAJIU, HACKOJIBKO aKTUBHO HayYHOE COODIIECTBO TOJIKHO BBICTYMNATh 32 COXpa-
HeHue npupoasl. Yapians C. Anamc u Bukrtop 3. lllendopa Oblu TuaepamMu ABYX IIaBHbIX YCWINMA,
HanpaBJIeHHbIX Ha hopMUpoBaHUe (henepabHON MOJUTUKU, B YACTHOCTH, MO COXPAHEHUIO MPU-
POIHBIX JIAHAIIA(TOB U 3alMTe XUITHBIX XUBOTHBIX. VX YHUKAIbHBIN apryMEHT B TIOJIb3y COXpa-
HEeHUS BbIIBUHYJ Ha MEPBbIN MJIaH COXpaHEHHBIE JaHAIIAMTHI C UX OPUTMHAIBHBIM JOMOJHEHUEM
B Ka4yecTBe JUKOI MPUPO/Ibl, MOTYEPKHYB BbIIAIOLIYIOCS HAyYHYIO LIEHHOCTh U TOTeHLUAN 17151 Oy-
IYIIErO HAyYHOTO U3YyYeHUsl OXpaHsieMbIX MecT. PaboTtast B komMuTeTax nMpodeccuoOHaTbHbIX CO00-
mectB M B HaumoHanbHOM uccienoBateibckoM coBete, Anamc, Lllendopn u MHOrMe Ux KoJuieru
NEMOHCTPUPYIOT pa3InuHbIe CIIOCOOBI, UCITOIb3yeMbIE YUEHBIMU B MOIBITKAX COXPAHUTD CaMy CYTh
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CBOMX MCCJIETOBAaHUIMA. Hay‘{HBIC o01IecTBa MOLLIN Ha PUCK, IMOCKOJIbKY CaMM YJIECHbI U OpraHu3a-
M Urpajiv peuiaroliyo poJjb B BOITPpOCax 3allilMThI Opr)Ka}OH_[Cﬁ Cpelbl, B TO BpEMs KakK IMOJUTUKA
HayKM cMeagach € MOJUTUKON COXpaHCHMA NMPUPOILI.

Karouesvie caoea: AMepukaHckoe OOIIECTBO TEPPUOJIOrOB, IKOJOTUYECKOE OOIIECTBO AMEPUKH,
Yapsb3 C. Anamc, Bukrtop 3. lllendopa, oxpaHsemble TEpPUTOPUM, OXpaHa IIPUPOIbI, COXpAHEHUE
JUKOU TIPUPOIBI.
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Between the mid-19th century and the mid-20th century, French biology, despite a handful of
remarkable breakthroughs (e.g. Claude Bernard, Louis Pasteur), contributed only very marginally
to the growth of biological thought. This has puzzled historians for decades, especially given the
unbelievably strong opposition met by cell theory, evolutionary theory and genetics during that time
in France. The aim of this paper is to show how a specific form of positivism was instrumental in
shaping an epistemological attitude, shared by most scientists, which opposed any form of speculative
theorization in biology. I show, first, that the French Society of Biology, which quickly became a
highly influent institution, promoted exactly this kind of positivism, having already epitomized this
position in its founding manifesto of 1849. Second, partly on the basis of secondary sources (Gley,
1899, Schnitter, 1992, Bange, 2009), I document the kind of research that was promoted within the
French Society of Biology during the second half of the 19th century, especially from 1865 onwards,
when Claude Bernard published his Introduction to the Study of the Experimental Medicine. An
experimental-physiological approach to biology was particularly valued then, reducing theoretical
explanation to only the identification of external causal parameters. In the final section, I argue that it
was this dual and complex Comtian-Bernardian legacy that was captured by the term “positivism” in
French biology. I especially focus on the fact that this positivism was a crude simplification compared
to Comte’s and Bernard’s own subtle ideas. Unlike Comte, it made almost no room for the agency
of organisms. Unlike Bernard, it minimized the significance of a third entity between an organism’s
living parts and the environment, namely the “internal milieu”.

Keywords: Society of Biology, positivism, Auguste Comte, Charles Robin, Claude Bernard, French
biology.
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Introduction

Between 1850 and 1950 at least, the state of French biology was quite peculiar. Whereas
in the golden age of the ‘Jardin du Roy’ and the Museum of Natural History, Paris was the
scientific capital of Europe (1750—1830), French science, and especially French “biology”
was very quickly superseded by advances abroad, first in German-speaking countries
and, later on, in England and the United States (Ben-David, 1970, Paul, 1972). Despite
significant exceptions, like Claude Bernard’s achievements, French biologists strongly
opposed all the major theories that came to frame the whole field, like cell theory (Loison,
2015), evolutionary theory (Conry, 1974; Gayon, 2013), and, from 1900 onwards, genetics
(Burian, Gayon, Zallen, 1988).

I argue that such a consistent opposition cannot be explained at the individual level and
must have something to do with systemic characteristics of French biology as a whole. In
the present paper, my aim is to contribute to the elucidation of this strange state of things by
supporting the view that Auguste Comte’s and, later on, Claude Bernard’s complex legacies
were instrumental in shaping French resistance to any form of speculation and theorization
within biology. I am focusing here especially on the first 50 years of the ‘Society of Biology’
[Société de Biologie], from its foundation in 1848 until the end of the 19th century. The early
history of the Society of Biology has already been the subject of previous work by several
colleagues, especially Claude Schnitter (1992) and Christian Bange (2009) and I will here
largely rely on some of their findings. What transpires from this work is that this scientific
society promoted a very narrow kind of experimental science that simply could not make any
room for the theoretical reasoning that was for instance the very basis of Darwin’s argument
in his Origin of Species. It was thought that biology had to be experimental, following to the
criteria exemplified by experimental physiology. Given that the Society of Biology and its
journal (the “Comptes rendus des séances de la Société de biologie”) were during an entire
century one of the main scientific venues for French biologists to present their work, its
impact on the course of this history must be thoroughly examined.

This is not to say that Auguste Comte, Claude Bernard, and their numerous writings
were directly responsible for such an entrenched theoretical reluctance (even if, for example,
Comte shared some responsibility in the case of cell theory, see for instance: Stanguennec,
1984). AsIwill document in the last section, the brand of “positivism” that came to be central
for French biologists showed substantial differences from both Comte’s and Bernard’s
philosophy of science. Crucially, whereas Comte always insisted on two categories in order
to build a genuine biology, the “milieu” on the one side and the organism on the other
(Canguilhem, 1994, p. 65), during the second half of the 19th century, French biologists
only considered the first (Canguilhem, 1992). Biology was supposed to be no more than the
experimental demonstration of the causal impact of the milieu on living things: explanation
was reduced to the elucidation of the Bernardian “determinism” of a phenomenon. This
positioning was pivotal in the opposition to Darwin’s evolutionary theory and, later, in the
development of a so-called “experimental transformism” (Loison, 2010).

1. The birth of the Society of Biology (1848-1849).
Charles Robin’s positivist manifesto

Although some studies have been devoted to the context in which the Society of Biology
was founded (Schnitter, 1992, Bange, 2009), it remains unclear how precisely an informal
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group of discussion of young physicians eventually became a structured scientific society.
What has now been established is that the creation of this society was the result of the
activity of a very select group of individuals: Eugéne Follin (1823—1867), Claude Bernard
(1813—1878), Hermann Lebert (1813—1878) and most notably Charles Robin (1821—
1885). Under the patronage of Pierre Rayer (1793—1867), who became the first president of
the society (1848—1867), they met on a regular basis in Paris in order to discuss their work
and the newly published findings in various fields of the life sciences. In May 1848, weekly
meetings began to be held in Robin’s lecture hall at the Ecole pratique, with other colleagues
also attending (such as Charles-Edouard Brown-Séquard), every Saturday (Lebert, 1849).
Histologist and microscopist Charles Robin appears to have quickly taken the reins in this
endeavor, as he was the sole author of the programmatic text published in 1849 in the first
issue of the Society’s journal. The text was read on 7 June 1849, and provides details on
“the direction” that the founding members intended to follow in promoting a special kind
of biology (Robin, 1849).

SUR LA DIRECTION

QUE 8E SONT PROPOSEE EN SE REUNISSANT
les membres fondateurs

LA: SOCIETE DE BIOLOGIE

POUR REPONDRE AU TITRE QUILS ONT CHOISI3
R
M. LE DOCTEUR CH. ROBIN,
Professeur agrégé 4 la Faculié do médecine, vice-président de I Soclété
de Biologie.

L to 7 fuin 1a.

Les soiences eovisagées d'une_ maniéee générale au point de vue de la
philosophie posilive, et en faisant abstraction des considérations auxquelles
se livrent 4 Jeur égard les partisans des philosophies (béologique et méta-

Fig. 1. Front page of the first text published in the Comptes rendus de la Société de Biologie (1849).
Written by Charles Robin, this programmatic text lays the foundations of the positivist orientation
of the Society
Puc. 1. TurynbpHast cTpaHuIa EPBOTO TeKCTa, onmydaukoBanHoro B Comptes rendus de la Société
de Biologie (1849 r.).9ToT mporpaMMHBblii TEKCT, HanmuMcaHHbI Yapibzom PoOMHOM, 3aKiiaabiBaeT
OCHOBBI TTO3UTUBUCTCKOI HatpaBiieHHOCTH O61ecTBa

From cover to cover, this 10-page essay reads as a genuine positivist manifesto in a
standard Comtian style. Robin starts by recalling Auguste Comte’s famous classification of
the sciences, from mathematics to social sciences, in order to specifically situate biology in
this linear representation. The explicit use of the term “biology” is by itself far from being
neutral. At that time, “biology” was not yet commonly used in French; terms like “natural
sciences” or “general physiology” were usually favored, especially in print. To choose
“biology” as a banner meant following Comte’s footsteps, especially for young physicians
(Canguilhem, 1994).

It should be stressed that Auguste Comte (1798—1857) had no specific training in the
life sciences. Before turning to philosophy, he had studied mathematics and most of his
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knowledge in biology came from lectures by Henri-Marie Ducrotay de Blainville (1777—
1850) at the Museum of National History. Comte was especially concerned with drawing
a clear line between sciences and their applications. Hence, he supported an autonomous
science of living things — biology — that could not be reduced to medicine or any other
form of applied knowledge, a positioning that was also explicit in Robin’s manifesto (Robin,
1849, p. IX—X).

Thus, to choose “biology” was both a sign of fidelity towards Comte and a way to
emphasize the fact that living things give birth to special phenomena that need specific
explanations. This was not tantamount to adopting a vitalistic stance: all these young
scientists firmly opposed any form of theorization that would have relied on unknowable
and vitalistic forces. The point was to acknowledge the irreducible complexity of vital
phenomena, which deserved a special science (Robin, 1849, p. I1I):

Among the sciences that | have listed, there is one that interests us more directly than the others, and
that is biology.

The phenomena that biology deals with have something more complicated, more particular than the
others, which makes them easily distinguishable; these phenomena are influenced by all the others without
reciprocity. No matter how one explains the differences between the beings studied in biology and those
studied in the inorganic sciences, it is certain that in living bodies one observes all the phenomena, whether
mechanical, physical or chemical, that take place in raw bodies. But we notice that they become more
and more complicated until they are so complex that their direct physical or chemical analysis becomes
impossible, such are especially the nervous, sensitive, intellectual and moral phenomena. They therefore
constitute a very special order of phenomena called vital phenomena, the only ones worthy of the name,
coinciding with a very special static state as well'.

Being neither medicine nor physics or chemistry, life science deserved a name of its
own. Another Comtian mark that is obvious in this short text is the centrality of the concept
of milieu (Braunstein, 1997). Again, as for “biology”, there is here a rather straightforward
historical line from Blainville to Comte and from Comte to Robin (note that Robin had also
direct contacts with Blainville at the very beginning of his career). In his own work, Robin
always paid special attention to the “milieux” (plural) and the way in which variations of
abiotic parameters (like temperature, humidity and so on) altered the physiological working
of living beings. Robin was so concerned by what he thought would be a major shift towards
a genuine biology that he attempted to elaborate an entire scientific discipline dedicated
to the quantitative study of the “milieu”, which he termed “mesology” (mésologie?). As
documented in the final section of this article, the emphasis on this specific account of the
concept of milieu would have a tremendously long-lasting legacy in French biology, which
only faded gradually during the interwar period.

In the late 1840s, although Comte had already distanced himself from part of his own
“positive philosophy” (Petit, 2016), much (albeit not all) of it served as building blocks for
the nascent Society of Biology’s philosophical approach. To what extent the other founding
members were as committed as Robin to Comte’s early positivism remains an open
question. In particular, it is highly doubtful that, even as a beginner (especially considering
his philosophical education), the young Claude Bernard had adhered to such a dogmatic

! All translations from French are mine.
2 On the history and philosophy of mesology, see Taylan, 2018.
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definition of the nature and goals of biology. As rightly noted by Frederic Holmes, it is
more likely that Bernard was then interested in finding a place that would be more open
to biological discussions than the old-fashioned Academy of Medicine and Academy of
Sciences (Holmes, 1974, p. 403).

Very quickly indeed, the Society of Biology became one of the most important French
institutions specifically devoted to the life sciences, and a substantial part of the writings
that became landmarks were very often first discussed in the Comptes rendus des séances de
la Société de Biologie. Bernard himself published roughly one third of his scientific output in
that journal, including his work on sugar synthesis in animals (Bernard, 1856). This journal
was more accessible for young scholars than the Comptes rendus de I’Académie des sciences,
and the Society of Biology, during the last third of the 19th century, appeared more dynamic
and open than the “controlled” National Academy of Sciences, which was still run by the
rearguard (Crosland, 1992). The Society of Biology became the place to discuss new results
and emerging research programs, and one of the most influential institutions in the late 19th
century French life sciences.

2. What kind of science did the Society
of Biology promote during the second half of the 19th century?
From observation and anatomy to experimentation and physiology

To account for half a century of the activity of a scientific society is a very difficult task,
which would require an exhaustive quantitative study of all the work published and discussed
within that society®. Here, I will rely on a more modest qualitative approach and I will
also draw on previous work (Schnitter, 1992; Bange, 2009) and on the extensive overview
provided in 1899 by physiologist Eugene Gley, who was asked, for the 50th anniversary of
the Society, to account for the strengths and weaknesses of the Society’s activity during that
period (Gley, 1899).

First, it must be emphasized that the first volumes of the Society’s journal evidently
reflect an initial orientation towards description and anatomy. For instance, volume no.1
includes a thematic index comprising entries such as “Pathological anatomy of man and
animals”, “Botanic”, “Zoology” or “Teratology”. Most of the papers in that volume are
about the description of anatomical and histological structures. Initially, only one section
was devoted to experimental science (“Physiology”), which was almost entirely formed by
Bernard’s and Brown-Séquard’s early work. Such a descriptive and observational — rather
than experimental — perspective is not surprising because it perfectly fits the Comtian
credo embraced by Charles Robin: in the hierarchy of the sciences, experimentation was
the method of physics whereas biology was supposed to be about comparison.

Bange and Schnitter note a significant shift during the 1865—1870 period (Bange, 2009:
243). Roughly then, the Society of Biology started to promote a much more experimental
and physiological approach. This should not be surprising either: in 1865, Claude Bernard
published his opus magnum The Introduction to the Study of Experimental Medicine and,
after the death of Rayer in 1867, he was elected president of the Society, a position he

3 Reportedly, steps towards such a quantitative assessment can be found in Claude Schnitter’s
master thesis, which he defended in June 1991 (Bange, 2009, p. 243). Unfortunately, this work is not
referenced in French academic libraries and I was unable to locate a copy.
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kept until his own death in 1878. Thus, from the late 1860s to the end of the 19th century,
the Comtian and the Bernardian perspectives merged into an orientation that was usually
called “positivism” by the biological community of the time (see section 3 below). Most of
the work discussed and published during that period pertained to animal physiology in a
rather strict and narrow understanding of the term. Typical studies dealt with subjects such
as the functioning of the nervous system in vertebrates in various altered conditions, and,
later, the nascent field of endocrinology, in which the French school was at the forefront.
Brown-Séquard’s famous work on experimental epilepsy on guinea pigs was a perfect
example of the kind of methodology that the Society rated highly: it was pivotal to ascertain
the conditions that were both necessary and sufficient for the controlled production of a
specific phenomenon. Brown-Séquard’s results are still remembered today because they
were acknowledged by Darwin himself as convincing evidence supporting the inheritance
of acquired characters.* It was in the Society’s journal that Brown-Séquard announced, as
soon as 1859, what seemed to be a documented case of inheritance of an acquired character
(Brown-Séquard, 1859) and “experimental epilepsy”, from that point, constantly remained
a topic of interest during the following decades (see for instance Brown-Séquard, 1871).
It must be noted here that, in those years, although Brown-Séquard was explicitly dealing
with heredity, he was especially cautious never to mention evolution and the nascent
evolutionary theory.

A generally similar picture emerges from Eugene Gley’s detailed review. On 27
December 1899, he delivered to his colleagues a 69-page synthesis on the history of the
Society. At that time, the Society’s centrality was indisputable, to such an extent that
the minister of “Instruction Publique” was invited to attend the anniversary speeches.
Gley’s synthesis is highly informative and I will only focus here on what I think were the
Society’s most essential features from 1849 to 1899. First, even if “biology” was favored,
there is no doubt, for Gley, that the work promoted by the Society had mostly been
about animal physiology. Second, this thematic orientation was closely linked to a strong
epistemological commitment: following in Bernard’s footsteps, physiology had to be an
experimental practice aiming at establishing what was called the “determinism” of specific
phenomena (Bernard, 1865). Third, such an epistemological claim was itself understood
as the cornerstone of a philosophical positioning usually termed “positivism”, even if it
was clear at that time that this kind of biological positivism may have had only a very
distant relation to Comte’s own philosophical system (Gley, 1899, p. 1022—1023). These
prominent features strongly limited the kind of topics valued by the Society of Biology.
Besides standard physiology, only the nascent fields of microbiology and immunology
were progressively welcomed as new disciplines embracing this epistemological attitude
(Bange, 2009, p. 247).

This is especially obvious regarding the two main theories that were instrumental in the
progressive emancipation of biology as an autonomous science: cell theory and evolutionary
theory. Neither were discussed in their own right during the 1849—1899 period. At the end of
his text, Gley was forced to admit that evolutionary theory was mentioned in only a couple
of papers published in the Comptes rendus. He argued that the “positivist” and experimental

4 Darwin started to refer to Brown-Séquard’s work from the 3rd edition of the Origin of Species
(Darwin, 1861, p. 152). On Darwin’s relation to Brown-Séquard’s work, see especially Walsh, 2021
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orientation of the Society made it impossible to discuss such speculative topics® (Gley,
1899, p. 1078—1079):

Still, transformism [i.e. evolutionary theory] has never been the subject of direct examination or
discussion at the Society, unlike everywhere else. One may simply wonder whether, at the time when it
began to be studied in France, when it returned in the form of Darwinism to the country of Lamarck, there
were enough men in the Society capable of effectively partaking in this examination. One may rather wonder
whether those who would have been able to discuss the question were not deterred from doing so at the
Society by the very experimental and very positive tendencies that prevailed there. In this way, we would
have paid a kind of ransom for the spirit that presided over our foundation. Positivism, starting with its leader,
was very hostile to transformism; and Ch. Robin, in particular, manifested this hostility on more than one
occasion.

Gley was right: Charles Robin himself, one of the most prominent figures in Parisian
medicine and biology in the mid-19th century, repeatedly expressed his opposition to
both cell theory (in its Virchowian form) and evolutionary theory, broadly speaking — i.e.
whatever the mechanisms considered (Loison, 2015). Even if Gley seemed to regret this
orientation that prevented any serious discussion of the main biological theories of the time,
one must emphasize here that still in the 20th century the Society of Biology continued
to favor empirical and experimental work to the detriment of theoretical issues. In 1948,
Maurice Caullery was invited to give a speech for the Society’s 150th anniversary. Despite
being himself Professor in the chair of “Evolution of Organized Beings” [ Evolution des étres
organisés| at the Sorbonne, Caullery highlighted the centrality of the experimental method,
in a physiological sense, for the Society, and, like Gley did half a century before, when he
had to present what he considered the Society’s most significant achievements, he chose
to focus on work related to endocrinology, including for instance Paul Ancel’s on the
interstitial tissue in testes (Caullery 1948).

In short, rather quickly indeed, the Society of Biology had tended to reduce biology
to physiology and, as a consequence, had come to consider that the only method relevant
to produce biological knowledge was the experimental method used in physiology and
masterfully laid out by Claude Bernard in his Infroduction to the study of Experimental
Medicine.

3. Biological theory and positivism,
the ambiguous Comtian-Bernardian legacy

One cannot expect Auguste Comte’s or Claude Bernard’s legacy to have been simple
and straightforward, especially when both were progressively combined into an idiosyncratic
mixture. That would be my only disagreement with Bange’s account, who does not tackle
the issue of the continuity/discontinuity between Bernard’s philosophy of science and the
methodology promoted by the Society of Biology (Bange, 2009, p. 243). In such cases, the
ill-defined concept of “influence” is too weak a tool to properly understand what was at

> Evolution was discussed on a regular basis in another, more modest, scientific journal, the
“Bulletin scientifique dela France et de la Belgique”, which was run by one of the most prominent
figures of French neo-Lamarckism, zoologist Alfred Giard (1846—1908).
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stake. My claim in the present section is that this Society encapsulated an experimentalist
philosophy of biology that was rooted in some of Comte’s and Bernard’s own positionings
but also that, at the same time, it strongly simplified and even denatured both of them. It was
this biological account of positivism that framed the anti-theoretical dimension of French
biology.

Auguste Comte’s philosophical system was inherently highly complex and experienced
major shifts during his own lifetime (Petit, 2016). For instance, some of his closest supporters,
like Charles Robin and Emile Littré, did not follow Comte when, in the late 1840s, he partly
renounced some central aspects of his “Philosophie positive” in order to develop what he
termed a “religion of Mankind” [religion de I’Humanité]. In the life sciences, positivism
thus came to label a methodological attitude that only had a distant and elastic relation
to Comte’s own ideas. This sort of positivism was the main philosophical driver of the life
sciences in France during decades (Canguilhem, 1994), and was at the root of the Society
of Biology.

In Comte’s system, biology was the key science because it acts as a bridge between
the natural sciences and what he termed “sociology”. This is why he paid special attention
to developing his ideas about biology, leading him to propose a substantial philosophy of
biology grounded on two concepts: “milieu” and organism. For Comte, biology was the
science devoted to the study of the causal relationship between organisms and their milieu,
wherein the causal interactions were understood as reciprocal, dialectic ones: if the milieu
were able to alter organisms, organisms themselves were endowed with a form of irreducible
spontaneity (Canguilhem, 1994).

In sharp contrast, Robin, the Society of Biology, and most French biologists in the
second halfofthe 19th century — see for instance Gaston Bonnier’s work in “experimental
anatomy” (Bonnier, 1893) — minimize the role of the organism and emphasized the
omnipotence of the milieu (Canguilhem, 1992). Very quickly indeed, organisms were
pictured as passive automats dominated by their physical and chemical surroundings. This
theoretical positioning, closer to Descartes than to Comte, was in complete accordance
with the so-called Bernardian experimentalism that was simultaneously being defended:
it seemed to legitimate the necessity of studying the impact of the controlled variation of
environmental parameters on living bodies (Loison, 2010, 2011). But in so doing, most
of these biologists also partly missed one of Bernard’s lessons: between an organism’s
living cells and the environment, there is a complex intermediary, namely the “internal
milieu”, which highly complicates and buffers the causal action of the environment on
living things.

“Positivism”, in this specific context, came to signify a rather simple attitude: biology,
it was thought, should only be about experimentally linking the abiotic environment to the
organism in an unidirectional way. Any form of theorization was immediately opposed
because it would reintroduce metaphysics in science. As Eugéne Gley still acknowledged
by 1899, positivism — albeit no longer Auguste Comte’s version of it — remained an active
factor in the Society’s epistemological orientation (Gley, 1899, p. 1023, my emphasis):

Without doubt, positivism, as a philosophical doctrine, has little effect on contemporary thought, and
the classification of the sciences of Auguste Comte, on which Robin relied so confidently to explain the
intentions of the founders of our Society, has rightly been criticized. But of all the great philosophical systems
something remains. [...] Positivism, in turn, has transmitted to many minds its faith in experience as
the unique principle of science.
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This is why evolutionary theory was barely an issue for French biology, and especially
within the Society of Biology. In The Origin of Species, there is not a single piece of
experimental evidence of transformation of one species into another. To be convinced of
the significance of such a speculative framework, French biologists expected experimental
support of the kind provided by physiological disciplines. When eventually, evolutionary
theory could no longer be ignored, in the 1880s, it was conceived along these lines as
“experimental transformism” (Loison, 2010, 2011). Evolution was understood as only
the long-term effect of inheritance of acquired characters, where the milieu had the
major causal role. Organisms, reduced to plastic bodies, accommodated this inescapable
“determinism” in their morphology and physiology. During the 1880—1920 period, several
research programs were launched to ascertain this view of the evolutionary process, in
botany, microbiology or zoology. All of them were degenerative according to Lakatos’
epistemology (Loison, Herring, 2017).

Such a crude positivism prevented any form of theorization that could not
immediately rely on a firm empirical ground. For instance, August Weismann’s theory
of the germplasm was dismissed as metaphysical and anti-scientific from the outset (Le
Dantec, 1909, p. 267). In the early 20th century, genetics met the same fate: for a long
time, the gene was caricatured by biologists like Felix Le Dantec or Etienne Rabaud as a
reminiscence of the pre-scientific era, when somehow magic properties were attributed to
invisible entities. This epistemological attitude, strongly rooted in the Society of Biology,
contributed to the gradual marginalization of French biology (Burian, Gayon, Zallen,
1988). Only after the Second World War did French biology come to progressively catch
up with international standards (Gayon, Burian, 1989—1990), when, eventually, genetics
was taught in the old Sorbonne and molecular biology studied within the Pasteur Institute
(Burian, Gayon, 1999).

Conclusion

The history of the Society of Biology ran parallel with most of the history of French
biology for almost a century, from the late 1840s until the late 1940s. To decide if the Society’s
history was itself only a side-effect or a causal factor in the course of this history remains
difficult. Yet, given its institutional and scientific centrality since at least the 1870s, I think
that it cannot be denied that the Society of Biology genuinely led the way in the building
of this defensive form of positivism that decisively opposed cell theory, evolutionary theory
and eventually classical genetics. Other factors were of course involved, that most certainly
reinforced this situation, like Parisian centralism, the weakness of the relationships with
foreign colleagues, etc. (for a more complete survey in the case of genetics see: Burian,
Gayon, Zallen, 1988). Nonetheless, in my view this effort to promote an effectively
a-theoretical form of biological knowledge played a key role in this state of affairs, and there
is no doubt that it was reified in the Society of Biology itself, as Charles Robin’s positivist
manifesto already exemplified in 1849.

I would like to thank Sergey Shalimov for his invitation to participate in this special issue.
Afirst version of the present paper was discussed on 12 October 2018 during a workshop organized
in Paris (IHPST) by Olivier Rey and Michel Bourdeau. In its present form, this article has
greatly benefited from the remarks and questions formulated then and from the criticisms of the
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two anonymous reviewers. I am also indebted to Jean-Yves Bart, who edited the final version
of this text. Part of this work was funded by Université Paris 1 Panthéon-Sorbonne (“Politique
scientifiqgue™).
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Buonoruyeckoe o6wecTso Bo hpaHuy3cKkon Hayke XIX B.
Pa3mMbiwneHue o 6uonoruu u Teopum
C NO3UTUBUCTCKOMN TOUYKU 3peHuA

Joprax JIy430H

HuctutyT uctopuu u dunocodun Hayku v TexHuku (HalimoHanpHbIiA EHTP HAYYHBIX UCCIIEN0-
Banuit u Yausepcutet [lapux 1 [Manteon-Copbonna), [MTapuk, @pannms; laurentloison@yahoo.fr

B nrepuion ¢ cepennnabl XIX 1o cepenmny XX BB. (ppaHITy3cKas OMOJIOTHSI, HECMOTPSI Ha BBIIAIO-
mrecst OCTYXKeHUS Takux yu€HbIx, Kak Kion Bepnap u Jlyn [Nactep, mumis He3HAYUTETHHO CTIO-
coOCTBOBAJIA PA3BUTHUIO OMOJIOTUYECKOU MbICTU. Ha mpoTsokeHnn AecAaTuieTii 3To 03anaunBaio
WCTOPUKOB, YIUTHIBAS CYIIIECTBOBABIIIYIO B TO BpeMs Bo DpaHIIKM HEBEPOSITHO CUIIbHYIO OTITIO3M -
LIWIO KJIETOYHOU TEOPUH, IBOTIOIMOHHON Teopuy U TeHeTHKu. Llenb naHHOI cTaThu — MOKa3aTh,
KaK KOHKpeTHass ¢opMa ITO3UTHUBH3Ma CITOCOOCTBOBAIA (hOPMUPOBAHUIO SIIUCTEMOIOTUIECKOM
YCTAaHOBKH, pa3fessseMoil OOJBITMHCTBOM YUYEHBIX, KOTOpPasi BBICTYIMAa MPOTUB JIO00H (hOpMBI
CIIEKYJISITUBHOTO TEOPETU3NPOBAHUS B Ononoruu. Bo-mepBrix, s mokaxy, uto dpaHiry3ckoe 6mo-
JIOTUIECKOe OOIIECTBO, KOTOPOE OBICTPO CTAIO BIUSITEILHBIM yIpEXKIeHNEM, TTPOABUTATIO UMEHHO
STOT BUM MO3UTHBU3MA, YK€ BOILUIOIIAS Ty MO3UIIMIO B CBOEM OCHOBOIIOJIATAIONIEM MaHUbeCTe
1849 1. Bo-BTOpPBIX, YaCTUYHO HAa OCHOBE BTOPUYHBIX MCTOYHUKOB (Gley, 1899, Schnitter, 1992,
Bange, 2009) 51 TOKyMEHTHPYIO T€ UCCIeTOBAHNS, KOTOPBIE TPOBOAIIINCEH B 3TOM OOI1IeCTBE BO BTO-
poii mosioBuHe XIX B. 1 ocobeHHo ¢ 1865 r., korma Kinon bepHap ory6inkoBai cBoé «BBenenue B
W3y4eHNe SKCTIePUMEHTAIBbHOW MEIULIMHBI». B TOT mepuon B 6nosornu 0co6eHHO TEHUIICS IKC-
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MepUMEHTaIbHO-(PU3UOJOTMYECKIIN TTOIX0, CBOAUBIINN TEOPETUUECKOE OOBSICHEHUE TOJILKO K
BBISIBJICHUIO BHEITHUX MPUYMHHBIX MapaMeTpoB. B 3akiounTelbHOM pasjelie sl yTBepKaalo, 4To
MMEHHO 3TO JBOMCTBEHHOE U CJIOKHOe Hacienue KoHT-OepHapauaHCTBa ObLIO OXBAYEHO TEPMU-
HOM «ITO3UTHBU3M» BO (DpaHILy3cKOM Ouoioruu. S ocoOeHHO aKIIEHTUPYIO BHUMaHUE Ha TOM (haK-
T€, YTO TOT MO3UTUBU3M ObLJI I'pyObIM YIIPOILIEHUEM TI0 CPAaBHEHUIO C COOCTBEHHBIMU TOHKUMU
nnesmMu Konra u bepHapa. B otiinune ot KoHTa, 31ech mouTH He OCTaBajioCh MecTa JUIsl IeMCTBUI
opraHusmoB. B otiimune ot bepHapa, oH CBOAM K MUHUMYMY 3HAYEHUE TPEThEU CYIITHOCTU MEXITY
JKMBBIMM YaCTSIMU OpPraHU3Ma M OKPYXKaIoLIEN Cpeoil, a UMEHHO «BHYTPEHHEM Cpebl».

Karueswvie caosa: buonorndeckoe obuiectso, nosutubusm, Orioct Kont, Ilapas PobeHn, Knox
bepHap, ¢paniy3ckast Ouosorus.
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Bonpocbl MUKpOGMOIOrMM Ha CTPaHULAX
«JlHeBHMKa Ka3aHCcKoro obuecTea Bpayein»

M. B. Teyirnu

Kazanckuii penepanbHbiit yauepcureT, Kazanb, Poccust; mtrushin@mail.ru

Oo6wectBo Bpayeii r. Kazanu, BriociaeacTBum nprucoearHusiieecs K mmneparopckomy Kazanckomy
YHUBEPCUTETY, C Hayajaa CBOEro CO3MAHMsI IMOCBSIIAIO IOCTATOYHO MHOIO BHUMAHHUS BOIPOCAM
pacnpocTpaHeHus U TpodUIaKTUKU 3apa3Hbix Oose3Heit. YneHamu OOLIecTBa ObUIM KaK COTPY/I-
HUKM Pa3JIMYHbIX (DaKyJIbTETOB YHUBEPCUTETA, TaK U 3eMCKUe qokTopa. Hapsiny ¢ nmpukiagHbIMu
npobyieMaMu 00CYXAAIMCh U (DyHIaMeHTalbHbIe acleKThl Oakrtepuonoruu. ComepxaHue 3ace-
IAaHUI oTpaxanoch B «/IHeBHMKe» OOIIecTBa Ha cTpaHUIAX «YUEHBIX 3anmucok KasaHckoro yHu-
BepcuTeTa». B maHHOI cTaThe MpencTaBleH MaTepual, MOCBSIIEHHbBINA BOIIPOCAM MEIUIIMHCKON 1
0011eil MUKPOOMOJIOTMM, KOTOPBIA MOXKHO BCTPETUTH B MYOJMKALUSIX Pa3HBIX JIET, OTPAXKAIOIIMX
nesTesibHOCTh KazaHcKoro oGliiecTBa Bpaveii.

Karouesvie caoea: vukpooOuonorusi, Mmmeparopckuii KazaHckmit  yHMBepcuteT, <«IHEeBHUK
KazaHckoro ob6miectBa Bpaueit», «Yu€éHble 3anmcky KazaHcKoro yHuBepcuTeTa».

IIporuecc opMupoBaHUs pa3IMIHBIX HayIHBIX 001IecTB B Poccuiickoit MmMnepun
«ctaptoBasi» B XVIII B. (O0yxoBuu, 2018) ¢ mosiBnenus KMmmepatopckoro BosbHo-
9KOHOMUYECKOTO OOIIECTBa; ACSTEILHOCTh €T0 ObIa BeChMa IMMPOKA — OT U3YYCHUS
pobJieM KU3HU Hapoda M €ro 3aHsTUii 10 reorpaduueckux onucanuii (Pomut, 1797).
B nauane XIX B. HayuHble KpYy>KKHW 1 OOIIECTBA CTAJIU MOSIBIASTLCS MPYU 00pa30BaTEIbHBIX
yupexaeHusix. [Ipy Mmneparopckom KazaHCKOM yHUBEpPCUTETE BO BTOPOI IOJIOBUHE
MO3aIPOIIJIOTO CTOJICTHS AeICTBOBAIO HECKOJIBKO OCHOBHBIX HAYYHBIX OOIIIECTB, 8 UMEH-
HO — OOIIIeCTBO apXeoJIOTK, UCTOpUM U 3THOorpacduu, ObmecTBo Bpaueii, OOIIECTBO
ectecTBoucnbITareneii, FOpunnueckoe obmectBo (CIMMCOK MOYETHBIX WICHOB..., 1880,
c. 18), a Takxxe OO1IeCTBO M0OUTENEl pyccKoit cnoBecHocTH B mamsaTh A.C. IlymkuHa
(Apxanrennsckuii, 1900). x mesitenbHOCTH 0003peBalach HEKOTOPBIMU aBTOpaMM paHee
(IllamcyTomuHoBa, 2010). BecbMa yacTo OMHYU M T€ XK€ JIFOIU BXOAWIN B COCTaB HECKOIBKIX
001IECTB.

© TpymmH M.B., 2021
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O61recTBo Bpaueid mpu Ka3zaHCKOM YHUBEpPCUTETE OBLIO OMHUM M3 CaMbIX 3HAYUMBIX
B TOpoJie M SIBJISUIOCH IIIMPOKO M3BECTHBIM 3a ero mpenenamMu. OHO CTaBWIO Tepel Co-
0O0i1 11eJTb «COeNCTBOBATb Pa3BUTUIO MEAULIMHCKMX HayK, MPEUMYLLECTBEHHO MCCEA0BaHNSAMMA B Me-
AULMHCKOM OTHOLLEHWUM BOCTOYHOrO Kpasi Poccum» («Yctas...», 1910): aToT «YcTaB» OTHOCHIICS
K 1877 1., HO B Gojiee paHHeM «YcTaBe» OT 1868 r., Korma OO61IeCTBO OBUIO CAMOCTOSI-
TeJbHBIM («O01IecTBO Bpaueil r. KazaHu»), ero Leau ObUIM MPaKTUYECKU WAESHTUYHBI-
Mu («YctaB...», 1868). IlepbiM mpencenatenem O6iiectsa 6bu1 A.B. IleTpoB, BKIam
Anekcanapa BacunbeBuya ObLT BBICOKO OLIEHEH MOCJE €ro KOHUYMHBI OT TyOepKyje3a
H.M. Jlro6umossim (JItooumos, 1885). CornacHo otuéty A.B. Iletposa (1873), Bompo-
ChI pacIpoOCTpaHEeHUST U KOHTPOJISI pa3IMYHBIX MHGMEKINM ObLTM BeCbMa aKTyaJbHBIMU.
CBeneHust 3aHOCUIIUCH B 0coOble (hopMbl (puc. 1). Obpaliaiock BHUMaHUe Ha MpoOJeMy
BHYTpUOOIbHUYHBIX MHMekuuit (ITetpos, 1873, c. 27). Coobuianochk, 4To C LeJb0 HEA0-
MyLIeHUS TTepexo1a B3pOCIblx 00ie3Hel Ha AeTell (B YaCTHOCTU, CuduInca) ObUT OTKPHIT
o nipemioxkeHnio H.®D. Bricotikoro OTaesr caHUTapHBIX OCMOTPOB (11 KOPMUJIULL, HsI-
HeK U npuciayru) (tam xe, c. 34). [Ipu ObiectBe neiictBoBan OTaea OCONPUBUBAHUS.
H.®. Beicoukmii CBHIETEILCTBOBAJ O IMPOoOIeMaX ITPaKTUIECKOTO XapaKTepa B ero pado-
Te — 3arpsI3HEHUU JUMGBI U PA3BUTUM Y TIPUBUTHIX JAeTei CUDUIUTUICCKUX SI3B:

B camom fene, npn COBEPLLEHHOM OTCYTCTBUM KOHTPOMS CO CTOPOHBI Bpayel HUKOUM 00pa3oM HeMb3s
pyyaTtbesl, 4Tobbl OcneHHas nuMda He bbina cHuMaema 0CnonpUBMBATENSMU C CUGUIMTIKOB, U eABa fn
kTO ByaeT HacTauBaThb, 4TOObI OCMONPUBMBATENb, C MOMOLLBHO CBOWX 3HAHMIA, MOT CAENaTb TOYHOE pPacnos-
HaBaHue cudunmca. Ha atom ocHoBaHuM OBLLECTBO Nonaraert, YTo 4eno OCMOnpUBMBaHWS LABHO Mopa
MPUHSTL B CBOE BEAEHWE UCKIIOYMTENBHO BpayaM, KOTOPLIE OfHM TOMbKO MOTYT BECTU €10 Haflexallmm
obpasom (Tam xe, c. 26).
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Fig. 1. The form in which information about the patient was recorded (Petrov, 1873, p. 6—7)
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B cocraBe O6uiectBa umesncst 1 BetepuHapHblii oTaen (IesiTeJIbHOE yyacTre B ero pa-
6ote mpuHuMai BerepuHap A.K. ®abep), 3aHUMAIONINIICS KOHTPOJIEM YyMBbl POraToro
CcKoOTa, camna, CMOMPCKOI1 sI3BbI M OellleHCTBa cobak (Tam ke, ¢. 29). B neaom O61iecTBO
Bpaueill TMoanepxuBajio oTHolueHus ¢ OOIIeCTBOM OpPJIOBCKUX Bpaueil, OOIecTBOM
YEepHUTOBCKMX Bpaueir, Mmmeparopckum KaBKa3cKMM METUIIMHCKAM OOIIIECTBOM,
O0111eCTBOM apXaHTeIbCKUX Bpaueii, O0IIecTBOM MUHCKUX Bpaueii, XapbKOBCKUM MEIM-
LUHCKUM ob61ecTBoM, OOI11eCTBOM OJiecCKUX Bpaueit (c. 15—17).

Kak ormeuan A.B. IletpoB, wunmes cosgaHus <«JlHEeBHUKa» 3apoaujach Y
H.N. CtyneHcKkoro, KOTOpoMy:

...MpULIMa cYacTnmMBas MbICb CAenatb cobupaeMblil Matepuan He TONbKO MHTEPECHBIM, HO W nones-
HbIM, Aaxe HeoOXOOWMBIM 4715 IT. Bpayei B X eXXeAHEBHON MPaKTUYECKON LesaTenbHOCTU. OH npeaioxun
CBEAEHNS Kak 13 BONbHIYHON, TaK M U3 YACTHOW NPaKTUKI Bpayeid, no KpaiHei Mepe 06 ocTpbix BonesHbIX,
nybnmkoBaTh 3a BO3MOXHO KOPOTKME CPOKM, 4TODbI TakuM 06pa3oM, caenatb M3BECTHBIM XapakTep 6ones-
HEHHOCTM ropoa Bo BCskoe AaHHoe Bpems (1873, ¢. 9).

IlepBrbiit HOMep «JlHeBHMKa» mosiBUCS S Mast 1872 1. (TaM ke, ¢. 9). Boixoz ero ctai
perynsipHbiM. Ero 00b€éM paciuupsiicst. brarogaps myoavkanuu cBeieHUl o 60Je3HeH-
HOCTU OBUIM TOJYYEeHBI JaHHBIE, KOTOPbHIE «...B TEYEHUE MHOMX NET TLWIETHO NbiTanack yroBUTb
MegmumHeKas agMuHncTpaums» (c. 10). JlaHHast cTaThst MOCBsIIIeHa 0030py HEKOTOPBIX acIeK-
TOB MUKPOOUMOJIOTMHU, OCBEIlleHHbIX B «JIHeBHUKe OOuiecTBa Bpaueii». B TeueHue psima
JIeT MaTepuaiibl 3acenanuii O6miecTBa MyoIMKoBaIuCh B pa3aeiie «M3BecTus» Ha CTpaHU-
1ax XXypHaJia «Y4€HbIX 3anuckax KazaHCKOTro yHUBEpCUTETA».

Npo6nembl MuKpo6buonorum B pabore 06wecTea Bpauei
npu KasaHCKOM yHuBepcutete

XpoHuka paboTsl «O0I11IeCTBa Bpaueii» Hauajla ocBelllaThcsl Ha cTpaHuLax «M3BecTuii
M YY€HBIX 3anucok KazaHckoro yHuBepcuTeTa» B (hopMe TMPOTOKOJIOB 3acelaHuil (3a
npenmectBytowuii rog) B 1878 r. (Ilpotokou..., 1878). Ha BTopom ouepenHoM 3acena-
Huu, cocrosBiiemcs 22 ssupapst 1878 r., U.M. I'Bo3AEBbIM ObLIM MTOAHSITHI BOIPOCHI 3200~
JIeBaHUI cUOUPCKOIL s13BOIt (TaM ke, ¢. 384) — OH OTMeualr:

O6bIKHOBEHHO BCTpevatoLlascs 3aechb kapbyHkynesHas ¢opMa A0CTaTOMHO XapakTepucTUyHa no
CBOMM HapyHbIM Mpu3HakaM. Ho CyLiecTBytT ¢hopMbl 3TON A3Bbl Y YENOBEka W XWBOTHbIX Be3 BCAKMX
HapyXHbIX M3MeHeHUA. POPMbI 3TI, XOTS, NO-BUAMMOMY M BCTPEYAIOLLMECS O4EHb PEAKO, TEM He MeHee
NPeacTaBnaAlTCA KpanHe BaXHbIMU Ans CyaebHbIX Bpayen. Tpynbl yMepLnx OT BHYTPEHHen 53Bbl, 6e3
BHELLHWX NOKanu3aLmi, AOMKHbI BbiTb BCKPbIBAaEMbI C HOMbLIMMI NPELOCTOPOXHOCTAMM BBUAY CUMBHON
3apasuTensHocTy Goneskn (Tam ke, c. 384).

Kpome Toro, uMm ObLI0 TOJ0XEHO O 7 HOBBIX CITy4yasix Hapy>KHOM cuOMpCKoii s13BbI. B oT-
BeT Ha coobiieHue .M. I'Bo3nésa nocienoBaiu periuku oT KA. ApHilteiiHa, KOTOPbIA
cocJiajicsl Ha HaJinuue doraroro KiimHuueckoro matepuanay I.H. Munxa B Kuese, koTopbiii
CTaBWJI O€3 3aTpyIHEHUSI TMAarHO3 B OTCYTCTBUE BbIPAKEHHBIX HAPYKHBIX JIOKATTU3ALTU SI3BbI
(tam xe, c. 385). N.T1. CkBop1ioB ykasaj, uto B CaMapckoii rydbepHuH, «...[ae cubupekas s13sa
HabntoaaeTcs 4acTo, Hapoa XOPOLLIO 3HAKOM C e pasnuyHbiM1 hopMamn» (Tam ke, ¢. 385). OH nucat:
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<...> MHe He pa3 NpUBOAMIOCH CriblaTh NOAPOBHLIE YKa3aHUst OTHOCUTENBHO BHYTPEHHEN cubinp-
CKOW $13Bbl, KOTOPa@si 0OLIKHOBEHHO MOSIBNSETCS OBHOBPEMEHHO C KapOyHKYME3HO 1 MO TEYEHMIO CBOEMY
O4YeHb CXOAHa C Tem nepuogoM kapOyHKYNe3Ho! s3Bbl, KOraa BLICTYNAOT Npunazkv 0BLLEro 3apaxeHus.
B Hapogie cyLiecTByeT aaxe u 0cobblil cnocob NeveHnst BHYTPEHHeN s3Bbl (TaM ke, ¢. 386).

B mnpotokosne BTOporo romuyHoro codpaHust 3a 1879 r. ymomMsHYT pacckas
H.®. Briconkoro o Borpoce 4yMbl. YKa3blBasi Ha COMHEHUST €BPOITEMCKUX Bpayeil B Be-
POSITHOCTH TIOBTOPHOTO TOSIBJICHUsST YyMbl B EBpoIie, oH oTMeyvair:

<...> B NyuLUMX COBPEMEHHbIX y4eBHMKaxX HaXOLATCS TOMbKO Ype3BblvaliHO KpaTkie 1 HeyAOoBNETBO-
puTenbHbIE OnncaHns ee. MoaToMy — Ha Hac — y4eHoM yHBepcuTeTckom O6LLecTBe, Brimkaiilem K kparo
3apasbl, NEXUT HPABCTBEHHBIN W rPaXaaHCKWIA AONT OCHOBATENLHO U3Y4nTh 3Ty 3abbiTyto hopmy GonesHu
1 NO3HAKOMUTb C HEl HaLLWX TOBapULLE — NpoBMHLMANBHBIX Bpadel (JlneBHUK OOIIecTBa Bpaveii,
1880, c. 2).

B coctaB Komuccun no 6opnrde ¢ yymoii mpu O6iectBe Bouwiu b.A. ApHIITEliH,
U.M. Horens, N.T. 3eiidpman, U.®. Kpupowmrenn, H. M. Manues, A.b. MaHnenbmTaMm,
M.A. IMagapun, B.B. ITamytun, A.B. Iletpos, W.I1. CkBopuos, H.U. CryneHckuii,
H.A. Tonmaués, B.M. ®mopunckuii, A.fl. Illep6akos. [To3nHee OBUIM BKIIFOUYEHBI MPO-
deccop nmonuieiickoro npasa A.C. CremaHoB, npodeccop MCTOPUU PYCCKOTO IpaBa
C.M. HlnuneBckuii, mpodeccop xumun A.M. 3aiiuieB, MuHepaigorun ®.d. PoseH, re-
onoruu A.A. IlITykeHGepr. Pe3ynbraTroM paboThl cTajo u3naHue 19 matepuanon o yyme,
yT0, 110 MHeHUI0 H.®. Bricorkoro, «npeacrasnset cobor oauH 13 Hanbornee LieHHbIX BKNaAoB B
[O0BOMBHO CKYAHYH0 OTEYECTBEHHYIO INTEpaTypy YyMbl» (TaM Xke, c. 3).

B atom ke HoMepe «JIHeBHMKa» TTpucyTcTByeT nokian A.I'. I'e «MoxHo 11 nepenaThb
cuduInc oTAeNsIeMbIM MSITKOTO IIaHKpa CU(UINTHKA» (TaM Xe, ¢. 12—15). CoobiieHue
A.T'. T'e mocBseHO UcclenoBaHMIO MyTel nepenauun cuduiarnca. C camoro Havaja cTa-
HOBUTCS o4eBUAHBIM, uTO A.I'. I'e paccMaTpuBai B KauecTBe (hakTopa Iepeaadyu 3apasbl
0COOBI 5111, HAXOMSIIIMIACS, IO €r0 MHEHUIO, B «KPOBM U B CEMEHM, [1a B AilLie MaTepu» (TaM Xe,
c. 12). A.T. I'e 0603peBaeT pabOTHI €BpOIeiCKUX MCClenoBaTeei, MOCBAILIEHHBIE CITOCO-
06aM mepenayu cuduianca, U MepexoauT K ONMMCAHUIO CBOETO OIbITa IO MPUBUTUIO OTAE-
JIIEMOTO MSTKOTO IIaHKPa 3M0POBOI KEHIIMHE ¢ €€ cOoracusi oT O0JIbHOTO CU(BUIUTHKA.
BbU1 cnenaH BRIBOJ, UTO MOSIBJICHUE MITKOT'O IAHKpPa y 310POBOi1 0OJbHOM TTOCIIe UCKYC-
CTBEHHOTO MPUBUTHUS HE MIPUBEJIO K Pa3BUTUIO cUdUIKCa B TTOJIHOI Mepe (TaM Xke, c. 15).
B zaxmouenue H.®D. Boiconkuii 0TMEUaeT, 4TO «CaMbIM LEHHbIM ANst MEANLMHCKON MPaKTUKK, a
PaBHO W AN HACENEHNs MaTepuanioM KOMUCCUS CYMTAET CBeAEHNs 00 MHGEKLIMOHHBIX 1 FOCMIOACTBYHOLMX
BonesHsix» (TaM Xe, c. 25).

B «[IHeBHUKe» 3a 1881 r. HamevyataHo coodieHue H.B. Copokuna «Heckonbko ¢ioB o
Spirochaete (TIeTAsIHKE)», CIeJaHHOE UM Ha 3acenaHuu KaszaHckoro ooiiecTBa Bpaueii 28 ok-
1s0pst 1880 r. (AHEeBHUK..., 1881, c. 5—8, 26—35, 49—56). HaumHaeTcst ero TOKJIaz ¢ perTnKI
00 aKTyaJIbHOCTH yYeHUsI 0 MUKpoOax: «[10csie Toro, kak CTarno M3BECTHbIM, YTO, MPW HEKOTOPLIX YCr0-
BUSIX, B TENe YEroBeKa M XMBOTHLIX PA3BMBAIOTCS MUKPOCKOMMYECKIE OpraHn3Mbl, UCTOPUS Pa3BIUTUS N OTHO-
LLIEHNS NX K UCXOLY TOV UIvt ApYrov 60M1e3HM CIYKWMM W CITyKaT NPEAMETOM MHOTOUMCIIEHHbIX NCCMEN0BaHNI»
(Tam ke, c. 5). 1o ero MHeHHIO, MOBBIIIEHHBII UHTEPEC CITOCOOCTBOBAJ TOMY, UTO:

Mbl 3Haem Tenepb cpeacTsa, KOTOPbie 3aAePXUBAIOT NX pas3BUTE, CneaoBaTelbHO MOXEM Mo NPouns-
BONYy HE 40NyCKaTb rHNEHNE. C JJ.pyroVI CTOPOHbI, KOHTPOIbHbIE OMbIThI, NPOAENbIBAEMbIE B na6opaTopMﬂx,
AaloT NONHYK BO3MOXHOCTb NMO3HAKOMUTBLCA C YPOBHAMMU XNU3HN 6aKTepVIeB, cnocobom nx nepeHoca ot oa-
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HOr0 OpraHMama K Apyromy, CTeneHbk0 UX BbIHOCIIMBOCTM NO OTHOLLEHMM K TEeMMepaTypam, CyXoMy 1 Briax-
HOMY BO3[yXY ¥ NMpoY., 1 npoy. OfHUM CHOBOM, B 3N0oXy GakTepueB Mbl MOTTIM, HAKOHEL, Y3HaTb UCTUHHYIO
HaTypy MHOTIX 3apa3Hblx 6oNe3Hel 1 CyLLHOCTb camoro contagium vivum (Tam xe, c. 6).

H.B. CopokuH oTMey4aer, 4To MO0y AUTEIbHBIM CTUMYJIOM JIJISI €TO BHICTYTUICHUST CTa-
Jla nyonukanus rpod. ApHara «Beobachtungen an roten Blutkorperchen der Wirbeltiere»
(«HabmroneHus 3a KpaCHBIMU KPOBSIHBIMU IIapUMKaMU ITO3BOHOYHBIX» ), OITYOJIMKOBaHHAs
B XypHaiie «Archiv flir pathologische Anatomie und Physiologie» (1879. T. 78. Tetp. 1-1.
C. 1) u KpaTKo npeacTaBiieHHas B pasaene «CMech» «BoeHHO-MeaUIIMHCKOro XKypHaia»
(1879, c. 162). Hukonait BacuibeBru qaét o6cTOSITEbHEMINMIT 0030p paboT 3apy0eskKHbIX
M OTE€YECTBEHHBIX aBTOPOB O crnupoxetax (JHeBHUK..., 1881, c. 27—34). B ero 3akiioue-
Hue H.B. COpoKMH OTHOCUTEIBHO CBSI3U MEXIY HAJIMYUEM CITUPOXET U BO3BPATHBIM TH-
(bom muIIIET: «CTPOrO rOBOPS, BOMPOC AOIMKEH CUMTATLCS MOKA OTKPBLITHIM BO MHOTUX [JETansAX» (TaM e,
¢. 49). Kak KOHTpapryMeHT OH MPUBOAUT MPUMEP CUOMPCKOIA SI3BbI:

Benb nmeeM xe Mbl OTYETNIMBOE U ACHOE MPeACTaBneHne o napasute cubUpckoli f3skl. Ho, yoexae-
H1e B CNPaBEeANMBOCTM BbIBOLOB, kACAOLLMXCS 3TOM GONE3HN SBUNOCH TOMBKO TOrAa, KOrIa nyTem MCKYC-
CTBEHHOTO 3apaXeHus, MyTeM UNLTpaLIM KPOBH, MyTeM U30NNPOBaHIUS GakTepues — yaanock [okasarb,
KaK [1Baxabl JBa YeTbipe, Y4To Mbl MIMEeM 30eCh AENo Ae/CTBUTENBHO C MUKPOOpraHuaMamu. B atom cny-
yae, [1eN0 NOCTaBMEHO Tak XOPOLLO, YTO, MO BbIpaXeHne Hallero Hapoaa «M UroNkiA He NoAneHellby. Bot
Takve-To OMbITbI W KenaTerbHbl AN NapasuToB BO3BPATHOM ropsuki (Tam xe, ¢. 50).

VYKa3bIBasi Ha BO3MOXKHBIE TTPUYMHBI HEOOHAPYXKEHUSI CITMPOXET B KPOBU OOJIBHBIX,
H.B. CopokuH oT™Meuaer:

BeposATHO, CyLLeCTBYHOT elle HEM3BECTHbIE YCMOBUS, NPW KOTOPbLIX METNISIHKM Y PEKYPPEHTOB HE MO-
ABNATCS. BbiTb MOXET B 3TO BpEMS OHM THE3AATCS rae-HUbyab BO BHYTPEHHWX OpraHax, W ye noTtom
pasberatoTcs No BCeil KPOBEHOCHOM cucteme. Ha atn npobentl s 1 xoten o6patTb BHUMAHWE IT. MEAWKOB.
OHK-TO 1 TPEDYIOT y4acTUs COEMMHEHHbIX CUM MUKONOTOB 1 Bpadel (Tam ke, ¢. 51).

B zakmiouenne cBoero coobmeHus H.B. CopokuH BosBpaliaeTcss K paboTe
npod. ApHaTa 0 KpacHBIX KPOBSIHBIX IIapvKaX M IOIBEpPraeT ero TOYKy 3peHHus (4To
«METNSAHKN eCTb HUYTO UHOE KaK OTAENMMBLUMECS HUTEBWUAHbIE YANMHEHNS KPACHBIX KPOBSHbIX LIAPUKOB»
(Tam xe, c. 51)) cymecTBeHHOI KpuTuke. Hukonait BacunbeBuy oTMeuaeTr, 4To B Kave-
cTBe mpumMepa npod. ApHAT cchljlaeTcsl Ha OMbITH ¢ amMmébamu Bunuenua YepHu, npu
3TOM A00aBJISIET, YTO €ro COOCTBEHHbBIE OMBITHI ¢ Amoeba terricola, IpoBeNEHHbBIE UM B
TamkenTe B 1879 1., He MOATBEPAUIN BBIBOAOB Ipod. ApHaTa (TaM Xe, ¢. 53), 3aKitoyasi:
«OcTaBKM e B CTOPOHE BCE BbIMBICTTBI M YAEPKUMCA Ha MOYBE TOYHOTO METOAA UCCTEA0BAHNSA 1 OMbiTa»
(Tam xe, c. 54).

B «/IneBHMKe» 3a 1882 r. No 1 Mbl BcTpeyaeM «OQ4epK TOCIOACTBYIOLIMX U BIUe-
muyeckux OosiesHeid B . Kazanu Bo BTopoii mojioBuHe 1881 r.» (JHeBHUK..., 1882,
c. 11—14), cocraBieHHBbII CTyAeHTaMU MeIUUMHCKOro ¢akyibreta J00pOMBICIOBBIM
n JemeHTbeBbIM, a Takxke «Ouepk OosiesHeHHOCcTHM KaszaHckoii ryoepHuu» (Tam Xe,
c. 14—16), npeacrabiaeHHbI 10KTOpoM A.IT1. BpXX030BCKMM, — B HUX Mbl MOXKEM HaWTH
JaHHbIE O MPEICTAaBICHHOCTU TeX WM MHBIX MH(MEKIMOHHBIX 3a00/IeBaHUM 3a yKa3aH-
HbIi epuoa. B wactu Ne 2 HareuataH QoBOJIbHO MHTepecHbI goknan M.H. Jlanre «O
HOBOM ITapa3ute — filaria sang. enq., HaiiileHHOM B KPOBHU JIOIIA U O CXOJICTBE €TI0 C
filaria sanguinis hominis Lewis» (Tam xe, c. 25—28). B camom Hauajie Jokj1ana Mbl MOXeM
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npounTath: «B knuHuky KasaHckoro BetepuHapHoro MHcTuTyTa 24 okTSbpst nocTynuna Ype3ssbliyaiiHo
WHTEpecHast bonbHas nowaap» (TaM Xxe, ¢. 25). Jagee oTMedaeTcs:, YTO IAapa3sUTOB B KPOBU
0OHaPYXUJT CTyAeHT 4-To Kypca SAxumoB. [Tog MUKPOCKOITIOM OBIJIO OOHAPYKEHO, UTO B
KPOBH, B3SITOI M3 Pa3HBIX COCYIOB, IIPUCYTCTBYIOT MIUKPOCKOITMIECKIE KPYIJIBIC YePBU
nmHoi 0,03 MM 1 TonmmHoMi 0,0054 MM, B Kaxkaoi Karuivi KpoBY OBLIO 110 2—3 mapa3uTta
(Tam xe, c. 26). 1.H. Jlanre oTMe4aeT cX0ICTBO MEXIY 3TUM mnapa3uTtoM u filaria sanguinis
hominis, o6Hapy>keHHOI Lewis’oM y mofeii B ciiydae CJIOHOBOCTH MOIITOHKHW U HOT Y XK1~
TeJel TponmdecKux ctpaH. B N 2 «/IHeBHMKA» MBI OIISITh MOKEM O3HAKOMUTBCS CO CTa-
TUCTUKOI 3apa3HbBIX 00JIe3HEM, COCTaBICHHOM cTyaeHTaMu JIeMeHTheBbIM U KepcTHHEBIM
(Tam xe, c. 45—48). B Ne 3 umeercs coobmienne U.B. I'omaeBa «K yueHNIO O BIMSIHUNA
COJIHEYHOIO CBETa Ha XKMBOTHBIX» ([lHEBHUK..., 1882), B KOTOpoM Ha cTpaHMIle 56 ya-
CTUYHO 3aTPaTrdBaIOTCsI BOIIPOCHI OAKTEPUOJIOTUH, TIIE OH CChIIACTCSI Ha pabOThI aHTINIA-
ckux yuéHbIX (Downes and Blunt, 1877) o BmstHUM cBeTa HA MUKPOOOB:

PassuTie Baktepuin Habnoganock B NacTePOBCKON KWUAKOCTM, CBEXEN MOYE U O4EHb CTApOM HACTOe
ceHa. OTHoCMTENBHO pa3HbIX LIBETOB CMEKTPa 3amMeyeHo, YTo BpaxaebHoe AeiCTBIE CBETA YCUNNBAETCS B
CYHEM W NagaeT NoCTeneHHO K KPaCHOMY KOHLY CriekTpa. ECnn COnHeYHbIN CBET f0Nroe BpeMs 4elcTBOBa
Ha X1OKOCTH, B KOTOPbIX B 13061NMK pa3BuBanuch 6aktepun, TO He ToNbko Bce BakTepuy bbinn youTsl, HO
CaMu XMIKOCTW Tepsinu cnocoBHOCTb pa3BmBaTh Wx. Yepes Tpu Hemenu BpoannbHbI hepmMeHT, 3akyas-
LUMIACS B HUX, COBEPLUEHHO yTpaymMBasn cnocobHOCTb caxapa nepeBepTbiBaTb BpaLLEHWe Nonspu3oBaHHOro
nyya. BpegHoe BnusHWe cBeTa Ha aTi opraHuambl [JOyH 1 BieHT npunuckIBatoT OKUCIAOLEMY OEACTBIKO
ceTa. OnbIThl CBOW OHW MPUBOAWTB Kak A0KA3aTENbCTBO HECOCTOATENBHOCTU MHEHWS, YTO X1Bas MaTepus
fyyLme NpoTMBOLENCTBYET BPEAHbIM BIINSHUAM (TaM Xe, c. 57).

Kaxk BunHo u3 npeacraBieHHOTo oTpbiBKa counHenus W.B. 'ogHeBa, MennumHcKoe
coobiecTBo KazaHu ObIJI0 3HAKOMO C OITBITAMU T10 BIUSTHUIO CBETA Ha OAKTEPUU, B KOTO-
PBIX ObLI MPaBUILHO ONpeaeiaéH caM 3P @eKT CreKTpa, HO MPeACTaBIeHUE O caMUX 0aK-
TepUSIX OTOXIECTBIISITIOCH C OPOAMIBLHBIM (DEPMEHTOM.

B Homepax 4—6 u 8 «/lHeBHUKa» IpelcTaBieHa OObIYHAsI CTATUCTUKA 110 SITUASCMU-
YyeCcKUM O0O0JIe3HSIM, He TIpEICTaBIsAOIIAst OOJBbIIOr0 HAydHOro MHTepeca. B Homepe 7
nmeetcs Kpatkoe coodieHue H.B. Copokuna «K Borpocy o0 HOBOM napasure, OTKPbITOM
r. Jlanre» (JIneBHUK..., 1882, c. 146—147) o noBoxy nokiana M.H. Jlanre, B KoTopoMm OH
oOpallaeT BHUMaHUe Ha HaJIMYMeE CXOXEro 3a00yieBaHus (110 Ha3BaHUEM PUILTA) Y «IKH-
TMTOB-OyXapleB» U MoJABepraeT HEKOTOPOMY COMHEHWI0 HOBU3HY Haxonku WM.H. Jlanre.

B «JlneBHuKe» 3a 1883 1. B HOMepe 5 6bu10 HaneyaTaHo coodieHue H.B. Copokuna
«K Bompocy o ¢pepmeHTe Kymbica» (JIHeBHuK..., 1883, c. 73—81). Hukonait BacunbeBuu
OTMEUAET, YTO «MMeN BO3MOXHOCTb HabmnioaaTb (PepMeHThI Kymbica Tpex PofoB: kedmpa unn KaBkas-
CKOTO HanuTka, 0ObIKHOBEHHOTO (KODBINBETO) 1 MCKYCCTBEHHOTO (kopoBbero)» (c. 73). OH oTMevaer,
YTO KYMBICHOE OpOIMJIO MPEICTaBIsIeT CO00M KOMOYKHU XKEJITOBAaTOrO WMJIM CEPOBATOTO
1BeTa oT 1 10 5 MM B IuaMeTpe, IMOKPbIThIE CJM3bI0. MIcTOYHKMK MaTeprajia ONpeae/iUuTh
HE IIPEeICTaBJISIeTCsI BO3MOXKHBIM, ITOCKOJIbKY, Kak nuiueT H.B. Copokun: «OTkyga B3snmnch
YMOMSIHYTbIE KOMOYKM — CaMy FopLibl He 3HatoT; kedhup BEAETCS Y HIX C He3anaMsITHbIX BPEMEH, Pa3BOANT-
Cs B AOMaLLHeM ObITy 1 nepefaeTcst M3 MOKONMeHUs B MokoneHue. Takum oBpasom, kedmp ecTb Takoe xe
KyNbTYPHOE pacTeHue, Kak U ApOXOKMA, U B AVKOM COCTOSIHIM B HACTOsILLEE BPEMS HE CYLLECTBYeT» (c. 74).
OTHOCUTENIBHO 60JIe€ TOHKOIO CTPOSHMSI OH ITPOI0JIXKAET:

<...> BCe 3ePHO COCTOMT U3 IyCTO NEepenseTeHHbIX TOHKIX HEXHbIX TPUBHBIX BorokoHed, Leptothrix;
CMOLLIHOM MacChl HUTW 3TU He MPECTABNSOT, HO B LEHTparbHOIA YacTh 06pasytoT MHOro GonbLIMX U Ma-
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nbIX nonocTe. Mexay HATSMM BCTPeYaloTCs TaM M Csim rpynnsl 6pogunbHeix rpubos (Saccharomyces) n
Lienoykn YeTbipexyronbHbix knetok Oidium lactis. Leptothrix pacnagaetcs Ha nanoyku, pacnonoxeHHble B
psif. B komoukax 6poauna nanoyky ckneeHsl CTYAEHUCTOR MaCcCoM, KOTopast eCTb HUYTO MHOE, Kak Bbiaene-
HuWe Tex xe HuTei. Mbl imeem Takium obpasom, opMy zoogloea nanodkoBuaHbIX 6aktepues. MNonasLum B
XUIKOCTb, DaKkTepun SBUXYTCS, Kak 1 yBepsieT KepH, NoCpeacTBOM PECHUYEK, PacroNOXEHHbIX Ha KOHLAX
nanoyek. HakoHeL, nanoyku MOryT AaBaTb Havaro cropam (c. 74).

Puc. 2. M3o6paxenus, ynomuHaembie B pabore H.B. CopokuHa «K Bompocy o ¢epmeHTax
KyMbIca» ([IHeBHUK..., 1883, c. 81). OTMeuaeTcs, YTO 3apUCOBKHM cAeaHbl ITpu yBearmdeHun 800/1.
@ur. 1. PepMeHT UCKYCCTBEHHOTO KyMbIca (13 KOPOBBETO MOJIOKA):

a — OpOIMJIbHBIN Ipub, b — GakTepuu, ¢ — OPOIMIBHBII TPUG Yepe3 24 yaca mocie Havyaia
KyIbTypbl, d — KpaxMaabHbIE 3epHa.

@ur. 2. bakTepnn NCKYCCTBEHHOTO KyMbIca uepe3 24 yaca mocjie Hadaia KyJIbTyphbl.
®ur. 3. DepMeHT 0OBIKHOBEHHOTO (KOOBLIBEI0) KyMbIca, a — OpOIMIIbHBIN Ipub, b — 0akTepun.
®ur. 4. DepmenT Keupa: s — OpoauabHbIN Tprd, h — Leplothrix, o — Oidium lactis,

b — pacnmanenue Leptohrix Ha 6akrepun; d — obpa3oBaHMe CIIOP B OaKTEPUSIX.
®@ur. 5. DepmeHTHI MOIOYHOTO OpoxkeHus (1o [1actepy). YBenmmuenue 450/1.
®@ur. 6. Bacterium lintola (o Kony). Yeenmuuenue 650/1

Fig. 2. Images mentioned in the work of N.V. Sorokin “On the question of the enzymes of kumys”
(Diary ..., 1883, p. 81). It is noted that the sketches were made at a magnification of 800/1.
FIG. 1. Enzyme of artificial kumis (from cow’s milk): a — fermentation fungus, b — bacteria,
¢ — fermentation fungus 24 hours after the start of culture, d — starch grains.

FIG. 2. Bacteria of artificial kumis 24 hours after the start of culture.

FIG. 3. Enzyme of common (mare’s) kumis, a — fermentative mushroom, b — bacteria.
FIG. 4. Kefir enzyme: s — fermentative mushroom, h — Leplothrix, o — Oidium lactis,

b — disintegration of Leptohrix into bacteria; d — spore formation in bacteria.

FIG. 5. Enzymes of lactic fermentation (according to Pasteur). Magnification 450/1.

FIG. 6. Bacterium lintola (Cohn). Magnification 650/1
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Hanee H.B. CopokuH 0603peBaeT Apyrue paboThl aBTOPOB, MOCBSIIEHHbIE KyMBICY
U Kkeupy, B YaCTHOCTU, counHeHUs1 MaHnbeHa, Herenu, Ilactepa, LleHkoBcKoro, cpaB-
HUBasi KyMBIC C KJIEKOM (3TO «CTyfAeHucTble 06pa3oBaHusi CBEKNOCaXapHbIX pacTBOPOB», . 78).
3aBepiaet cBo€ BeicTyrieHre H.B. CopokuH cioBaMu: «#3 BCETO CKa3aHHOM0 O MUKpoopra-
HM3Max, 0bpasytoLLMX CTyAEHUCTbIE WapoobpasHble KOMbS, BUAHO, YTO BakTepun MOryT AaBaTb Hayano
NNOTHBIM TeMbLiaM HanoMuHaroLm 6poauno kedupa» (c. 80).

Coobuenue W.I1. Ipo3nosa «Dnuaemust audreputa u 6opsda ¢ Heli» (JJlHeBHUK...,
1883, c. 249—256) mogué€pkuBaeT 6eICTBEHHOE TTOJIOXKEHUE ¢ 3TOM MH(DEKIINeil — cMepT-
HocTh gocturana 58% B 1882 r. o maHHbIM st HoBoy3eHcKoro yesma. ABTOp OTMe-
YaeT, YTO CaMOUl paclpOCTpaHEHHOW SIBJISIETCS KPYMO3HO-TaHrpeHo3Has (opma (Tam
Ke, C. 252) M JOoKJIadabIBaeT 0 HEOOXOIMMBIX Mepax MpouiIakTUKKU (TaM ke, c. 254).
DyHgaMeHTaIBHBIE BOIIPOCH 0 3apa3HoM Havaiie B padbote M.I1. Ipo3moBa He o6cyxXKa-
Jmck. B caemyromeM HoMepe «/IHeBHMKa» (No 17) 3a 1883 r. Bompochkl MUKPOOMOIOTUH
usnoxeHnl B counHeHun H.M. Jlro6umoBa «O Tybepkyne3Hbix 6amummiax Koch’a» (tam
XKe, ¢. 266—269) — paccMmaTpuBaeTCs MCTOPUST HaOMIOAeHMI 3a marosorueii. B No 18
npenctasiaeHo coobieHue M.B. I'omHeBa «O Bo3BpaTHOI ropsiuke» (Tam xe, c. 287—
305), KoTopasi «MpaBo Ha CyLLECTBOBaHMEe CBOe B KasaHu momyunna, Hackonbko Ham M3BECTHO, 6e3
Bos» (Tam xe, c. 288). 1.B. 'onHeB oTMevaeT, 4To IepBOe OIMMCAHNE BO3BPATHOM TOPSY-
k1 npuHamiexkut nokropy I1.H. CanoxHukoBy u oTHocuTcst K 1865 1. (c. 289), mocie
Yero IMpeacTaBiIeH MCTOPUIECKUI 0030p IT0 BCITBIIIIKAM BO3BPATHON TOPSYKKM HAaYMHAsK
C TUMITOKPATOBCKUX BpeMeH (c. 289—293). Ananusupys nanHbie I1.H. CanmoxHukoBa,
N.B. I'ogHeB oTMevaeT ce30HHOCTh 00JIE3HU ¢ MAKCUMYMaMU B CepeHE JieTa U B KOHIIE
oceHU — Hauvajie 3uMhbl (c. 298). B aTom ke Homepe «JIHeBHUKa» TMpeacTaBIeHO Mpe-
noxenue H.B. Copoknna «O06 ycTpoiicTBE MUKOJIOTMYECKOM ctaHuuu» (c. 306—309), B
KOTOPO¥ OH OTMEYaeT BBICOKYIO CMEPTHOCTb OT 3apa3HbIX 00Jie3Hell — 4aXoTKu, TUda,
OCTIIbI, CKapJlaTUHBI, TudTeprTa. «Bonpoc 06 MHGEKLMOHHbIX GONe3HsX, CTaBLUMIA B HACTOsILLEe Bpe-
Ms1 Ha TBEpAYyHo NouBy, Griarofapst HOBEMLLMM UCCIIEA0BAHNAM, yMat0, MPUHAANEXMUT K YACITY CaMbX BaX-
Hbix», — mucan Hukonait BacunbeBud (c. 306). Otmeuaetcst, uto ®panuus u ['epmaHust
«nepBbIMK 06paTMN BHUMaHKe Ha 3T1oT Bonpoc» (c. 306). H.B. CopokuH nayee murieT:

B Hawwem oTeuecTBe Takix CONMAHBIX YYPEKOEHUIA HE UMEETCS; TEM HE MEHEE, S lyMat0, HET HU OfHO-
ro PyCCKOro Bpava, KOTopbIii Obl He xenan nobnuke 03HaKOMUTLCS C MaTOreHHbIMI BaKTEPUAMI, KOTOPbIN
He 3axoTen Obl BbyYNTBCS OTMIMYATL UX MOL MUKPOCKOMOM. M XOTS 3TO BO3MOXHO, HO — He nerko. Tonbko
TPYLHOCTBIO U CIIOKHOCTBIO MAHUMYNALMIA MOXHO OGBSCHUTL TOT (haKT, YTO BECbMa CONMAHbIE MUKPOCKO-
MUCTBI, C YCNEXOM 3aHUMAKOLMECS TUCTOMNOTMER M aHaTOMMeN, MOrnK NponoBenoBath, Oyato Gaktepum
Pa3BMBAKITCA 13 COAEPXKMMOrO KMETOK XMBOTHOM W PACTUTENBHOM TKaHW, U3 BenbiX KPOBSHBIX LIAPUKOB
NATYLUKW, U3 KPACHBIX LIAPUKOB KPOBM YENOBEKa W Mpoy. FCHO, 4TO MMKPOOPraHu3mMbl TpebyioT Ans CBo-
€ro 13yyeHnst 0Co6EHHOTO HaBblka. ECnn kO BCEMY 3TOMY Mbl BCOMHMM, YTO BCE MPEAOXPAHUTENbHBIE
MPVBMBKM 11 KOHTPOSbHbIE OMbIThI 3apaXXeHWst OCHOBaHbI Ha KynbType 6akTepues, TO ABNSETCS ELLE HOBOE
3aTpyaHeHne — Hafo YMETb BO3UTLCS C 3TUM MENKUM LLENETUNbHBIM MaTepnarnom, uHade Lonaeb Ao
repKkynecoBbix cTonboB aHtasnm (c. 307).

Hanee H.B. CopokuH oOpaniaeT BHUMaHHWE, YTO MPOrpecc B METOIAX CITOCOOCTBYET
0oJiee TIIATETbHOMY aHAJIM3Y MATOreHOB!

<...> MOXHO NMPOU3BOAUTL CaMble YUCTbIE KYMBTYPbI, MOXHO OKpaLUMBaThb efBa BUAMMbIe NapasuTbl,
Aenatb UX pesko OTIUYUMbIMK 1 Oaxe CHUMaTh C HX BECbMa TOYHbIE (*)OTOFpaMMbI. 10 nocnegHee Bax-
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HOe 06CTOATENLCTBO BECHMA BAXHO MOTOMY, YTO AAET BOIMOXHOCTb KOHTPONMPOBATH OMMCAHWE aBTOPOB W
CTECHSIET NONET UX paHTa3uu 1 yenedeHuit (c. 307).

H.B. CopoknH oTMedaeT, 9To, HECMOTpsI Ha JUINTEJIbHOE MperoJaBaHne Kypca Ia-
pPa3UTOB PACTCHUI M JKUBOTHBIX, Y HETO HET MECTa, TIIe OH MOT OBbI 3aHSATHCS SKCITCPUMEH-
TaJIbHOU PabOTO, — OH CETYET: «0BTOPSO, ABASETCH BOSMOXKHOCTb U3YUUTb MPUYMHBI SNUAEMUIA,
MO3HAKOMUTLCS C KOHTAr1eM, YHOCSILLMM CTOSBKO KepTB 130 [HS B A€Hb; HaliayTCs paboTHWKY, JanTe TOMb-
kO BO3MOXHOCTb paboTath» (c. 308). B 3axkmouenne Hukosaii BacuiabeBuy moguépKuBaer,
YTO TI0JIh3a OT OTKPHBITUSI MUKOJIOTMTICCKOTO KaOMHETa MOXKET OBITh HE TOJIBKO TSI MEIIH-
IIHBI, a IJT CeITbCKOTO XO3SMCTBA U APYTUX OTpaCIICi.

B nomepe 19 «[IueBHUKA» (1883) mpencraBiaeHo nipomonkeHue padotsl M.B. l'omaeBa
(c. 314—336) o Bo3BpaTHOIi ropsuke. B Heil OH mocje TIIATEJbHOrO aHaJIM3a KIuMa-
TUYECKNX YCIIOBUI TIPUXOIUT K BBIBOMY, UTO IIPOSIBJICHWE 3apa3bl 3aBHCUT TOJHKO OT
YCIIOBUH ¢€ 3aHECCHMS M3BHE W YCIOBUI MPOKWBAHUS JTIOACH: «MTaK O4EBWUAHO, YTO NpUYM-
Ha CyLLeCTBOBaHMWS 1 pacnpocTpaHeHus B KasaHn BO3BPaTHOM ropsukie HAXOAWUTCS B SICHOW 3aBUCUMOCTY
oT OefHOCTM, CKYYEHHOCTW U aHTUIMTUEHNYECKOTO COCTOSIHWSI TEX JOMOB W YNWL, B KOTOPbIX, MO HEOO-
XOMMMOCTH, NpUXOAMTCS XUTb OeaHsikam» (c. 335). B Homepe 20 mpencraBieHO MPOIOJIKEHIE
crateu H.M. JIro6umoBa o 6ammuiax Koxa, B koTopoii oH 0603peBaeT omnbiThl P. Koxa
10 KyJBTUBHUPOBAHUIO OAIIMJUT HA Cpele ¢ CHIBOPOTKOIM KPYITHOTO POTAaTOTO CKOTa WU
oBell, «4T00 oKasaTb, YTo TyDepkynes — MHGeKLMoHHas 6onesHb» (c. 357). C mpomoiKeHUs 3TOM
JKe CTaTbU HauyMHaeTcs cienyiomuii HoMmep 21, B HEM H.M. JIro6uMoB 0603peBaeT Me-
TOJbI TIOJTYYeHUST YUCTOM KyIbTypbl — criocoObl «Koch'a, Baumgarten'a, ... Ehrlich’a, Balner’a
u Fraentzel's, Rindfleisch’a, Heneage Gibbes, Schill'a u Friedlander’a» (c. 359). Ocoboe BHUMaHUE
3nech H.M. JliloOMMOB yaessieT BoIipocaM OKpalnuBaHus 6aumiui. B Homepe 22 0603pe-
BaeTCsI JOBOJIBHO peakast st Poccuiickoit Umrteprm mHMEKIINS: OHA SIBIISICTCS TIpeIMe-
toM paccMmorpenus B padore H.K. IllenoreeBa «Marepuair 1t U3y4eHNsT aCTpaxaHCKOR
JINXOPAIKW», B Hell pedb UIOET 0 (popMax «ManspuiHoro otpasnenuns» (c. 385—392), mopox-
JaeMoro «b6onoTHol muasmoit» (c. 386). B paGoTte B GOJIBIINX TTOAPOOHOCTSIX OMMcaHa K-
HUYeCcKas KapTuHa 3a0o1eBaHusd. B Homepe 23 «[IHeBHUKA» (1883) mMeeTcs cooOIeHne
E.M. Unenvcona «BeHepuueckue 3abojieBaHM B Bolickax ropona Kazanu B 1880, 1881 u
1882 romax» (c. 402—414), B KOTOPOM aBTOP O IIPUPOIE 3a00ICBaHMS PACCYKIACT:

Wcxops w3 Toro dhakTa, YTo BeHEpUYECKUE SAbI NepeaatoTcs oT 6onbHOro cyGbekTa 300pOBOMY TOMNBKO
nyTem 6Mn3KOro COMpUKOCHOBEHNS W MPEVMYLLECTBEHHO NOMOBOTO, BECHMA MOHATHO, YTO SHEPTUYECKMMM
Mepammu MOXHO [OOUTLCS 30ech BECbMA CONMMAHLIX PE3YNLTaTOB, MOXHO [OBECTU YMCTO BEHEPUYECKMX
BonbHbIX 40 M3BECTHOTO MUHIUMYMA. HO YTOGLI BO BCEOPYKIW BLICTYMNTL MPOTMB pacnpoCTPaHeHUs BEHe-
pudeckix GonesHeit, HeobxommUmo Bnuke 03HAKOMUTLCS C HUMM W TOYHee U3yuuTb ux (c. 402).

IIponomxenue cratbu H.M. JItoOumoBa o OGammuiax TyOepKysé3a IpencTaBiIeHO B
«JIaeBHUKe» No 24 (c. 425—435). B meit Hukomait MaTBeeBUY AeTaIbHEHUIIMM 00pa3oM
paccMaTpuBacT IIPUMEHsIEMBIC IJIT OKpalIuBaHMSI OALMLT MeToauku. KpoMe Toro, mon-
HUMAJICS BOIIPOC O CBS3M MEXKIY TSLKECTBIO TIPOIecca U KOJIMICCTBOM OOHAPYKMBACMBIX
MUKPOOOB: «4T0 Kacaetcs 40 BoMpoca O Napasnnenuame Mexay KonuiectBoM Gauunn u MHTEHCUBHO-
CTbH MpoLecca, TO f UMEeK Maro [aHHbIX BbiCkasaTbCs onpeaeneHHo, Ho He Mory He ckasaTb, 4Tob He
obpaLLan BHUMaHUS Ha 3Ty CTOPOHY Bonpoca» (c. 432).

B «/IlneBHuke» Ne 3 3a 1884 . ipencrasieHo KpaTkoe coodmenne H.A. Bunorpamona
«Marepnansl mrst n3ydenus KaszaHckoit nmmxopanku» (c. 33—34). PaboTa mocBsieHa
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M3YYCHUIO TTUTMEHTAMM KOXHW TIPY MaJIIPUIHON KaXeKCHMM — 3TO, MOXKaIyil, eIuH-
CTBEHHOE OIMCAHUE NEePMAaTOJOTUUECKUX MPOSIBICHUI TPAHCMUCCUBHOUN MPOTO30MHOMN
UHMEKINKN y YyeJoBeKa, cieslaHHOe coTpyaHukaMu Mmmepatopckoro KazaHckoro yHu-
BepcuteTa. Kpome Toro, KazaHnckoe ob11iecTBO Bpaueil BHICTYMAIO OPraHU3aTOPOM MPO-
BeneHnus VII cbezga O6mectsa pycckux Bpaueit um. H. . [Tuporosa, KOTOpbIi MPOXOAUIT
B Kazanu B Mae 1899 r. B cTpykType cbe3na Obu10 16 cekimii — cembMasi CeKims Oblia
MOCBSIIIIEHA BOMpocaM WHGEKIIMOHHBIX 0ojie3Helt U OakTepuosioruu. Bosrmapmsim eé
H.®. Briconkuii, H.M. JIrooumos u U.I'. CaBuenko (ITpoTokodsr..., 1899, c. 9). Kpome
TOTO, B Che3/Ie y4aCTBOBAJI MepeexaBlinii B To BpeMs B XapbkoB M.I1. CKkBop1IOB ¢ moKi1a-
JIOM T10 TMHAMUWYECKOM (2JIEKTPOTEHHOI) TEOPUU MUPO3IaHus (TaM Xke, c. 14).

3akniouyeHue

Kazanckoe O611iecTBO Bpaueil Mpu YHUBEPCUTETE MPEICTABIISLIO COOOM 0OIIECTBEH-
HYIO OpraHU3al1Io, TOMHUMABIIYIO CaMble Pa3HOOOPA3HbIE BOMTPOCHI MEAUIIMHBI HA CBO-
UX 3acefaHusIX. bosplioe BHUMaHUE ObLUIO YIEJIEHO U MpodiieMaM pacipoCTpaHEHUS U
MPOPUIAKTUKY PA3TIUYHBIX UH(HEKIIMOHHBIX O0sie3Hel. MBI BUAUM 3TO MIPU aHAJIU3€E CO-
nepxxanust «JIlHeBHMKa» OOIIecTBa, HAUYMHAs C MOMEHTa OCHOBaHUST 0011IeCTBA U BILIOTh
1o Bropoii aekansl XX B. (ITporoxon..., 2014). Lexs OGmiecTBa OblJ1a OHA — CITYXUTh
OTEYECTBY, COXPaHsIsI 0OILIECTBEHHOE 30POBbE, U YCUJIUS B 9TOM HAIlpaBJIEHUU TIpUjiara-
JINCh 3HAYUTEJIbHBIE.
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Issues of microbiology on the pages
of the “Diary of the Kazan Society of physicians”
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The Society of physicians of Kazan, which later joined the Imperial Kazan University, from the
beginning of its creation devoted a lot of attention to the spread and prevention of infectious diseases.
The members of the Society were both employees of various faculties of the university, and zemstvo
doctors. Along with applied problems, fundamental aspects of bacteriology were also discussed. The
content of the meetings was reflected in the “Diary” of the Society on the pages of “Scientific Notes of
the Kazan University”. This article presents the material devoted to the issues of medical and general
microbiology, which can be found in publications of different years, reflecting the activities of the
Kazan Society of physicians.

Keywords: microbiology, Imperial Kazan University, Diary of the Kazan Society of physicians,
Scientific Notes of the Kazan University.
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MockoBcKOe 00IIECTBO CEIBCKOTO X03S1CTBA SBISIOCH OMHUM U3 CTapeUIlNX eCTeCTBEHHO-Hay4d-
HBIX o01IecTB Poccuu, nesaTebHOCTh KOTOPOTO BHECIA 3HAYMTENbHBIN BKJIal B pa3BUTHE U CTa-
HOBJICHUE OTEYECTBEHHOI arpapHoil Teopuu M MpakTUKU. Hacrosiias craTbs He NpEeTeHIyeT Ha
noJapoOHOe U3JT0XKEeHWE 0ojiee YeM BEKOBOI MCTOpUM 3TOro obdbiiectsa, 200-jeTre co OHS co3na-
HUSI KOTOPOTo OTMevascsl B MpouuioM romay. CTaThs JUILb MOKa3bIBAET OCHOBHBIC aCMEKThI Jes-
TEeJIbHOCTM MOCKOBCKOTO OOIIECTBA CEJIbCKOTO X0O3SMCTBa, TaK KaK BCS UCTOPUSI 3TOr0 0O0ILECTBA
npeAcTaBieHa B (pyHIaMEHTaIbHOM 3-TOMHOM TpYyIe, KOTOPBIN CTajl pe3yJbTaTOM MHOTOJETHUX
uccienoBaHui aBTopa Hacrosei cratbu (Kosnos, 2020). CtaThs e mpu3BaHa oOpaTUTh BHUMA-
HUE UCTOPHKO-HAYYHOTO COODIIECTBA Ha 3TY BaXKHYIO CTPAHUILY B UICTOPUU OTEUECTBEHHOM HayKU.

Karoueevie caoséa: MocCKOBCKOE OOIIECTBO CEILCKOTO XO3SCTBa, arpapHasi palvMOHalIM3alus,
arpapHasi Hayka.

Wctopnio poccuiickoro ceabCKOro X03s1icTBa 1 UCTOPUIO POCCUICKUX HAyUHBIX 00-
1IECTB HEBO3MOXKHO MpeACTaBUTh 0e3 MOCKOBCKOIO OOIIECTBAa CEIbCKOIO XO3SIICTBA.
JlesiTeTIbHOCTDB 3TOr0 O0IIEeCTBA OblJIa UCCeA0BaHA B 3-TOMHOM TPYJe aBTOpa Ipejarae-
moii ctatbu (Kosnos, 2020). Tem He MeHee TiepuIieTuu ucTopud MOoCKOBCKOTO 001IeCTBa
CEJIbCKOTO XO3SIMCTBA MO-MPEeXHEMY HEHU3BECTHBI IIMPOKOMY KPYTY MCTOPUKOB HayKH.
B aT0i1 CBSI3M BO3HMKIIAa HEOOXOAMMOCTD ITOATOTOBKY JAHHOW CTaThU.

VupexneHue repBoro B MICTOPUHU CTPaHbI CENbLCKOX03siicTBeHHOTro ob0111ecTBa (MBDO
HE MMEJIO CTaTyC YMCTO arpapHOro) ObUIO 00YCJIOBAEHO HEOOXOMMMOCTBIO M3MEHEHUS
PYTUMHHBIX (hOPM UM METOIOB BeleHUs X03sicTBa nociae OreyecTBeHHOM BOiHbI 1812 T.,
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YCKOPEHHOTO BHEAPEHMS Pa3IMYHBIX TEXHMKO-TEXHOJOTMYeCKMX HoBamuil. CoObITHS
1812—1813 rr. 3aMeTHO OXWBWJIM OOIIECTBEHHYIO XU3Hb CTPaHbI, TaKXK€ B M3BECTHOU
CTEeIeHU MOAroTOBUB MouBy i yupexxaeHuss MOCX. B 1818 r. 6b1710 MpUHSTO penieHue
0 CO3JaHUU OTEYECTBEHHOIO CEbCKOXO3SMCTBEHHOTO 00lllecTBa C LIEHTpOM B MockBe
«IJTS1 TIOJTB3bI 3eMJICACIIUS U CEJTbCKOTO X035MCTBA, KaK OCHOBaHUSI HApOIHOIO 6J1aroco-
CTOSIHUSI U BCSIKOM MpoMbILJIeHHOCTW». [leBuzoM MOCX 0b11 BbIOpaH ciieayomuii: «Ora
et labora» («Monuchk U Tpynuck») — neBu3 cBatoro benenukra Hypcuiickoro, cuMBo-
JIM3UPYIOIIUN coeNMHEHUEe BOSAUHO (bU3MYECKOUW pabOThl U MOJIUTBEHHOIO CITY>KEHMSI.
BxoauBiux B cocTaB 001IIeCTBa arpapHUKOB O0BEIMHSIIN O0IIMe HAlIMOHATBHO-TTaTPHO-
TUYECKME UIeW Ha OCHOBE MPABOCAAaBHON BEPHI, UTO MPUAABAIO UX MHOTOJIETHEMY CO3U-
JlaTeJIbHOMY TPYAy OOIEpOCCUNCKUI BCECOCTIOBHBIN XapakTep. DTOMY CIIOCOOCTBOBAIU
U TpaIUIUU arpapHOro naTepHaaru3Ma.

OO011ecTBO, HayaBlllee MpakTUUYecKylo paboty ¢ 1820 r. u oObeauHsIBIIEe BHavaje
JIMIIb «CEeJIbCKUX XO03sieB» (MoMeluKoB-nBopsiH) LleHTpanbHoii Poccuu, O6nicTpo mipe-
BPaTWJIOCH B LIEHTP, KOOPAVMHUPYIOIIUMN AeSITEIbHOCTD JYUIIUX arpapHbIX CUJI gopedop-
MEHHOM 3MOXU: MOMEIIMKOB-PallMOHATU3aTOPOB, YUEHBIX, TPOCBETUTEEN, UHXXEHEPOB,
MEXaHUKOB, a TAaKKe HEKOTOPBIX MPEICTaBUTENC TOPrOBO-IMPOMBIIIIEHHBIX KPYTOB (13
cemeii [IpoxopoBbix, MacioBbix, bacHUHBIX, XIynoBbIX U Ap.). Ocoboe BHUMaHKE ObLIO
00palleHO «Ha YTBepXKIEHHE CBSI3eil M CHOIIIEHU, KaK BHYTPU, TaK 1 BHe Poccum»: Tak,
neictBuTebHBIMU WwieHaMu MOCX Ob11M M30paHbl He TOJIBKO BCe TYOEpHCKYME MPEaBO-
JIIUTEU IBOPSTHCTBA, HO M HauboJiee U3BECTHbIE MHOCTPAHHbIE CIIEIMATMCThI-arPapHUKU.
K 1828 r. B coctaB MOCX Bxoaujio yxe okojo 200 yeaoBek, B TOM Yuciie: 1eHCTBUTEb-
HBIX WIEHOB, MpoxuBalolux B MockBe — 114 yenoBek; B Ipyrux ropogax — 114 yeno-
BEK; IMOYETHBIX YWIEHOB — 36 4eloBeK, «IMHOBHUKOB 00IIecTBa» — 10 YeaoBEK, MHO-
CTpaHHBIX uJleHOB — 42 yenoBeka (Crnucok wieHoB, 1828, ¢. 501—-513).

VYxe B nopedopmeHHy1o anoxy yieHaMm MOCX, neiicTBOBaBIINM B CJIOXHBIX yCJIO-
BUSIX (3aCWIbsl apXauYHOTO MPUPOAOTIOIb30BaAHUS, OTCTAIOCTA U HETPAMOTHOCTH Kpe-
CThSTHCTBA, IIEH3YPHBIX OTPAaHUYEHUI U TIPOY. ), YIAIOCh TOOUTHCST 3HAYUTEIBHBIX yCIIe-
XOB Ha IyTW arpapHOi panoHanu3anuu. HoBeiilasi TeXHUKa U TEXHOJIOTHUs (TIpeXKe
BCEro, MHOTOMOJIbHbIE CEBOOOOPOTHI) BCE aKTUBHEE BHEAPSIOTCS B XO3SIMICTBEHHBIN yKJTa
(B OCHOBHOM, noMetnnunii). biaromapst monBMXKHUYIECKOM NeSITeTbHOCTA TAKUX HOBATO-
poB, kak Beaywue aearean MOCX C.A. Macnos, kH. [.B. TonuueiH, H.H. MypaBbéB,
.M. TIMontopaukuii, E.C. KapHoBuu u apyrux, B Poccuu ObICTpBIMU TEMIIAMU Pa3BU-
BaeTCs LIeJbII PsIT arpapHbIX OTpacieil: CBeKJIocaxapHOe MPOU3BOACTBO, TOHKOPYHHOE
U POMAHOBCKOE OBIEBOJCTBO, IIEJIKOBOJICTBO, JIbHOIMOJOTHSIHAS MPOMBIIIEHHOCTD,
MYeT0BOACTBO, JecoBoacTBo U ap. OTkpeiTus H.I1. [llumkosa u JI.A. laBsinoBa (repost
OreuecTBeHHON BOWHBI 1812 1. u ogHoro u3 yupeauteneit MOCX) B 00gacTu TEXHO-
JIOTUUM CBEKJIOCaXapHOTo Mpou3BOACTBa (pa3padboTka auchy3uMOHHOTO criocoba U3BJe-
YEHUs caxapa W3 CBEKJOBMIIbI) MMEJIU MUPOBOE 3HaueHUe. VIMEHUsST MHOIMX WJIEHOB
MOCX (monMockoBHoe «fceHeBo» KH. C.WM. I'arapuna, sipocnaBckoe «IIaTHuIKas
ropa» E.C. KapHoBHMYa M Ap.) CTAHOBATCS «KYJIbTYPHO-XO3SIMCTBEHHBIMM T'HE3MAMU»:
MPOBOIMMbBIC B HUX arpapHble W IPOCBETUTEIbCKME HAYMHAHUS OKa3bIBaJIM BO3Eii-
CTBME Ha COCEIHUE ITOMEIINYbU M KPECThTHCKHE X035iCTBa. B TO Xe BpeMsl B YCIIOBUSIX
KPETOCTHUYECTBA BHEAPEHUE arpapHbIX HOBAIIMIA M3HAYaIbHO HE MOTJIO IIPOBOIUTHCS B
o01erocy1apcTBEHHOM MacllTaoe.

HecMoTpst Ha TO YTO BIACTH OKa3bIBAIM PETYJISIPHYIO GUHAHCOBYIO TOMOIIb 1ESITeIb-
Hoctu MOCX, a caM0 001IeCTBO UMEHOBaAOCh «MMIepaTOpCKUM», OpraHu3alMoOHHas
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MOAJIEpKKa Ha rocyIapCTBEHHOM YPOBHE OTCYTCTBOBaJa; 00Jiee TOTO — HaJIUIIO OBLIO
cTpemJieHe BiacTeit orpaHunIuTh aeiictBrst MOCX 4rCcTO X03iCTBEHHBIMU acIeKTaMu
M HE TI03BOJIUTH MEePENTH Maxe K 00CYKICHNIO HACYIIHBIX COLIMATIBHBIX TTPOOJIEM.

Yxe B mopeopMeHHYIO 310Xy Ha BBICOKMI YpOBEHBb IMOIHUMAETCST XO3SMCTBEH-
Ho-TipocBeTUTeNbcKas nesateabHocTh MOCX. [TpoaykTUBHO paboTaloT 3eMiieaebuecKast
mKoJia 1 ByTeIpcKuii yaeOHO-ONBITHBIN XyTOp (MepBbIii B Poccum XyTop «wist cuctema-
TUYECKOTO XO3STMCTBEHHOTO O0YYeHUsI KPECThSIHCKMX MaJbuMKOB»); Ha CTpaHMIIAX ITie-
YaTHBIX U3MaHUI oblIecTBa («3eMyeneb4ecKoro XXypHaiaa» U Ip.) aKTUBHO MpoIaraH-
JIPYIOTCSI KOHKPETHBIE TEXHUIECKHE U TEXHOJIOTUIECKHE YCOBEPIIEHCTBOBAHMS B chepe
arpapHoOTO X03sI1CTBa.

OO11ecTBO Takke wu3gaBano «2KypHan IJsi OBLIEBOAOB» (BbIXoAuJI B MockBe B
1833—1840 rT. ¢ MEpUOANYHOCTBIO «IT0 6 KHIXEK B Tof», a B 1841 r. ObUT cOenMHEH C
«3eMIIeIeIbYeCKUM KYpPHAJIIOM») — eIMHCTBEHHOE M3naHue mogooHoro pona B EBpore
B cepenune XIX B.

O cBOUX XO3SIMCTBEHHBIX MHTEPECAaX B Ka4eCTBE MTOMEIIMKOB-3eMIICBIIA/ICbIIEB €r0
YJIeHBbI TOXE He 3a0bIBai; OTMETHM JeSITeIbHOCTh OpraHM30BaHHBIX el B nopedop-
MeHHyo 3moxy npu MOCX — Jleno Xo3siiCTBEHHbIX ceMsiH U KoMmuccroHepcTBa Wist
CEJTbCKUX X035I€B, KOTOPBIE IPEBPATHIIMCh B KJTIOUEBbIE IIEHTPBI HE TOJILKO OOMeHa X03sTii-
CTBEHHOI MHMOpPMaIKeil, HO U TPYIOyCTPOMCTBA POCCUICKIX M MHOCTPAHHBIX YIIPABIISI-
OIINX, 3eMJIEMEPOB, (pepMepoB 1 celbcKUX padbounx. MMeHHO yepe3 Ierno pacrpocTpa-
HsIJIach U TepeaoBas 3emiienenbuyeckas TexHuka. [1osxe, yxe B 1871 r. mpu MOCX 6b11
opraHn3oBaH KOMUTET cebCKOXO3IIMCTBEHHOM KOHCY/IBTALINH.

B Tpynmax arpapHUKOB 3aKJIaJbIBaIOTCSI OCHOBBI OOIICHAIIMOHAIBLHON XO3SCTBEH-
HOM CTpaTeTuy, TBOPUYECKU alalTUPYIOIIEeH «MUKPOXO3IMCTBEHHYIO TAKTUKY» (C YIETOM
MECTHOU CIelnMUKN) K «MaKpOXO3STMCTBEHHOI CTpaTerMi» B KOHTEKCTE O0IIerocynap-
CTBEHHBIX HYXI. Bo MHOTrOM 0Jlaromapst yCWJIMSIM BXOAMBIIMX B COCTaB OOIIECTBA BbI-
natoruxcs yuyéHsix (M.T. TlaBnosa, A.A. JINHOBCKOTO U 1Ip.), TBOPYECKU MCMHOJIb30BaB-
KX 3apyOeskKHbIE TOCTUXKEHUS IS afanTallid K POCCUMCKHM YCIIOBUSIM, TUIOIOTBOPHO
pa3BuBaeTcs B 1opecOpMEHHBII ITepHUOI M OTeYeCTBeHHAsT arpapHasi HayKa, BO3HMKIIAst
WMEHHO B 3TH TOJIBI.

OrpomHasl 3acjiyra B peaju3alliy ITOCTaBJICHHBIX IIeJell MpuHamiexana «ydeHoOMY
cekpetapro» MOCX C.A. MacioBy, cTaBlIeMy IIaBHbIM KOOPIMHATOPOM U BIOXHOBU-
TeJieM 9TOl paboThl HAa MPOTSKEHUU Beel JopedopMeHHoit amoxu (cM. o HEM: Ko3zos,
2019, c. 123—188). BruioTh A0 HallIMX AHE HE yTpaTUIO CBOEro 3HaUeHUs COCTaBJIEHHOE
C.A. MacnoBbiM 0603peHue nesteabHocTd MOCX (McTopuueckoe 0603peHre neicTBrii
u TpyaoB MMriepatopckoro MocKOBCKOTrO 00IecTBa CEIbCKOro Xo3siicTBa, 1846), us-
JaHHOE TaKXKe Ha HEMEIKOM M (DpaHIy3CKOM sI3biKax. Ero 3aciyrm BBHICOKO LIEHWIN U
3apy0exXHbIe arpapHUKU; KpoMme Toro, uMeHHo C.A. MacnoB npencrasisuit MOCX B ka-
yecTBe JernyTara Ha 4eThIpéx OOILIUX Che3aax repMaHCKUX CeIbCKUX X03s1eB B 1840, 1842,
1843 n 1844 rr.

IMocnenuuii haxkT oTHIONb HE citydaeH: wieHbl MOCX 0co06eHHO YCITETHO UCTOb30-
BaJIM Ha TIPaKTHKe OOraTelInii TepMaHCKUIA arpapHbIid OMBIT. B cBO1O ouepennb, HeMell-
KMe 4JIeHBbl 001IeCcTBa MyOJUKOBAIU B €ro U3JaHUSIX COOCTBEHHbIE padOTHI (TTOApPOOHEe O
HEMEIIKOM arpapHoM ofbITe B fopecdopMeHHoit Poccuu cm.: Koznog, 2002, ¢. 195—213).

C MOCX npoayKTUBHO COTPYIHMYAIU BUAHBIC TOCYIapPCTBEHHbIE U OOILIECTBEHHBIE
neartenu: rp. H.C. MopasuHoB (mo4é€THblil uileH MOCX ¢ 1828 r. u npe3uaeHT BODO B
1823—1840 rr.), A.II. 3a6noukuii-AecsitoBckuii, A.C. XOMSIKOB (1efiCTBUTEbHBIN UJleH
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MOCX ¢ 1850 r.), A.A. Komenes, rp. I1.JI. Kucenés u ap. biarogapsi ux noanepxkke
MHorue BaxkHble HaunHaHug MOCX (Bkitouasi IesITeJIbHOCTh paboTaBILero Mmpu oole-
ctBe KomuTera pacrpocTpaHeHUsI TPaMOTHOCTH Ha PEJIMTMO3HO-HPAaBCTBEHHOM OCHOBA-
HUM) TpUOOpen 00LIEPOCCUICKYIO U3BECTHOCTD, BHEC/IM BECOMBII BKJIaJ B pa3BUTHUE HE
TOJIbKO OTEUECTBEHHOI arpapHOil HayK! W MPAaKTUKW, HO ¥ HAPOIHOTO TTPOCBEILICHMSI.

B coctae MOCX 6butl 1 HEKOTOpbIe Oyayiue aekadpuctel — rp. B.A. MycuH-
IMymkuH, H.M. HapbellikuH 1 apyrue, a Takxe JIOAW U3 1eKaOPUCTCKOTO OKPY>KEHUS.
CornacHo HoBeluM usbickaHusiM A.B. Tletpukosa, B kpyr obmenus A.C. IlymkuHa
(IBOIOPOIHBIN fsinst KoToporo, A.M. IlyiikuH, ObUT HE TOJIBKO OTHUM U3 yupemuTesaei
MOCX, Ho u ero nepBbIM cekpetapém) Bxoaujo 50 uirenoB MOCX! (rmogpobHee cM.:
Iletpuxos, 20200).

UYsteHbI 0OIIECTBA MMOMIEPKUBAIA TECHBIC CBSI3U C pallMOHAIM3aTOpaMu MHOTHUX TY-
6epHuii Poccuiickoii Mmmnepuu, a Takke ¢ Poccuiicko-AMepuKaHCKOM KOMITAaHUEH.

ITeyaTHsie Tpynbl BUnHbIX nesareaeit MOCX (A.C. Xomskosa, C.A. Macsosa u ap.)
CTaJli BaXXKHOM BEXOil B pa3BUTUU PYCCKOTO HAIIMOHAJIBLHOTO CaMOCO3HaHMsI. Brimeaum
U IIeHHEH e TTpaKTUIeCKre BBIBOIBI, TJABHBIN M3 KOTOPBIX 3aKJII0YAJICS B CIIEIYI0-
IeM: 3apyOeXKHBII OMBIT HEOOXOAMMO 3aMMCTBOBATh KpailHe OCTOPOXHO W JIMIIb C
Y4ETOM COOCTBEHHBIX OOTraTEeMIIMX arpapHO-KyJIbTYPHBIX TPAAULIMI, TTO3TOMY TOPA3I0
¢ deKkTuBHEE MyTh YCOBEPIIEHCTBOBAHMSI, a HE CJIEIOro KomupoBaHus. «Poccun Hagob-
HO TyT CBOE 0c060€, KaK 3TO B Hel UCCTapy BEenoCh..., — MOTYEPKMBA aBTOPUTETHBIM ITOMe-
MK -pallioHanu3arop, BunHbli uwieH MOCX H.H. Mypasnés (1838, c. 69), — ...a He
Cneno cxBaTblBaTb OT MHOCTPAHHOIO 3eMmeaenus u ero 3aten B Poccun 6ecnonesHoe, HEHYXHOe W Jaxe
HEeMCMONHUMOEY.

OTMETHM TTaTPUOTUYECKYIO HAIMpaBIeHHOCTh Bceil paboTel MOCX. «Mbl gOmKHbI CO-
3HaTbess, — otMmeuan C.A. MacjoB, — 4T0, TO Xe NaTpuoThyecKoe YyBcTBO Nobeu k OTevecTsy 1 K
MPOCBELLEHNIO, KOTOPOE MONOXMIIO OCHOBAHME 1 Ha4ano cemy obLLeCTBY, eCTb U AOCENE UCTUHHBIA ero re-
HUI-XpaHUTENb»; HE CITyYaifHO OOIIECTBO «C PABHbIM Y4acTUEM CMOTPENO U Ha YCMEXM CENbCKON Npo-
MbILLSIEHHOCTN noafie MockBbI, M Ha yupexaeHue 3emneaensyeckon komnaHum B Kamuarke...» (OTaér
Wmneparopckoro MockoBckoro O6iecta Cenbckoro xo3siictsa 3a 1832, 1833 u 1834
IT., 1835, c. 48, 6). AMepukaHckuii uctopuk Jx. Bpamiu B cBOEM uccienoBaHUN 00 00-
IIECTBEHHbBIX OpraHM3alusx napckoir Poccum ormeuvaet (2012, ¢. 166): «CnyxeHne poanHe
OblN0 OAHON 13 ABKYLLMX CUIT, C CAMOTO Havana MUTaBLUMX 3HEPTUI0 YNIEHOB BOMBHOMO 3KOHOMUYECKOrO
obuiectsa 1 MockoBckoro obLLecTBa CENbCKOro X034ACTBaY.

Haxkanyne KpectbsHckoit pedopmel 1861 1. nesgrenbHOcTh MOCX 3aMEeTHO aKTUBH-
3upoBajiack. MHOTHME €ro WieHbl IPUHUMAaJIM aKTUBHOE YyJacTre B paboTe CITelMaIbHBIX
KOMUTETOB «00 ynyyLleHumn 6biTa NOMELLMYbIX KPECTbSHY B paMKaX MOATOTOBKU PehOPMBbI.

IMopedopmenHas aesarenbHocTh MOCX HauMHAIACh B YCJIOBUSIX TJTYOOKOTO 9KOHOMMU -
YECKOTO U COIIMOKYJIbTYPHOTO KpM3KCa TPATUIIMOHHOTO ITOMEIIINIBETO U KPECThTHCKOTO
ykiaga. B 1864 r. o6miecTBO BO3mIaBIII Beinatommiics pannoHanmnsarop WM. H. Illatumos.
CornacHo HoBoMy ycTaBy MOCX 1864 r. 6osblliee BHUMaHUE CTAJIO YAEISIThCI PA3BUTHIO
XO3SICTBEHHO-ITPOCBETUTENIBCKOM NI TEIBHOCTH.

HckimounTebHO BaXXHBIM  cTalo  yupexkaeHue IleTpoBckoil 3emiieaenbuecKoit
M JIECHOW akajeMuu Iox MOCKBOW — COOBITHE, B KOTOPOM KJTIOYEBYIO POJIb ChI-
rpajjo MockoBckoe 00I11ecTBO celbcKoro xossiictBa (O6 yupexneHuun IleTpoBckoit
3emienenpueckoilt AkageMun 6113 Mocksel, 1861, ¢. 594—599). B atom BhiciieM yueGHOM
CETbCKOXO3SIHCTBEHHOM YUPEXKICHUH, OKa3aBIlIeM OTPOMHOE BJIMSIHAE Ha Pa3BUTHE OTe-
YeCTBEHHOM arapHoii Hayku 1 oopaszoBaHus B XIX — Hauane XX B. (baytuH, Kazape3os,
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2005; bayrun, 2015, c. 2—16), paboTaimn BeIHAIOIINECST YIEHBIE-arPaApHUKH, TECHO CO-
tpynHuuaBme ¢ MOCX: A.Il. JlionporoBckuit, M.A. Creoyt, J.H. TIpsHUILIHUKOB,
A.®. ®opryHaros u ap. (bayrun, 2020; u op.).

ITponyktrBHO padoTtan KomuteT rpamoTHOoCcTH ITpu MOCX, K COTpYAHUYECTBY C KO-
TOPBIM OBUTM TIPUBJICUEHBI JIyUllle UHTEJUICKTYaIbHbIe CHIIBI TTopecopMeHHol Poccun,
Bkitoyvas rp. JI.H. Toncroro u U.C. Typrenena.

C 1873 r. yupexnatorcs u ryoepHckue otaeasl MOCX; nepBbIM ObLT OpraHU30BaH
Boponexckuii otaen, Kk 1889 r. ux 6b110 yKe 1ecsTh.

B niepBbIe mopecopMeHHBIE AECITUICTHSI CETBCKOX03IIMCTBEHHOE 001IIeCTBO OpraHu-
30BaJIO «CETBCKOXO3SIHCTBEHHBIE OeCeIbl», OTPACIIEBbIE Che3bl CKOTOITPOMBIIIIICHHUKOB
(B 1884—1885 rr.), Bcepoccuiickuit ¢be3a MyKoMoJsioB (B 1888 r.), che3abl MO BUHOKYpE-
Huto (1892 r.), xmMeneBonoB u nmuBoBapos (1887 r.). B 1895 r. yeunusimu MOCX 6bL1 0p-
raHu3oBaH U nposeaeH VI Beepoccuiickuii cbesn cebckux xo3sieB. BMecTe ¢ TeM MHOrme
BaXHble MHUIIMATUBBI OOIIECTBA TOJITOE BPEMsI He HAXOIWJIN IMTOHMMaHUS 1 TIOIIEPXKKU
CO CTOPOHBI BJIaCTE.

C 1900 r. MOCX BbInycKaeT XypHasl «BeCTHUK CelbCKOIo XO3SIiICTBa» B KauyeCcTBE
CBOETO MJIABHOTO TE€YaTHOTO opraHa. biiaromapst ero ImyoauKanusM MHOTME 3eMJieBia-
JIEJTBIIBI TTOTYYMJIM BO3MOXKHOCTD He TOJIBKO CISIUTh 32 arpapHbIMU HOBIIIECTBAMU, HO 1
OIepaTUBHO BHEAPSTH UX B Xo3siicTBax. B 1901 r. B MockBe 0b11 mpoBenéH I cbesn neste-
Jieif arpOHOMMYECKO TTOMOIIM MECTHOMY XO3STCTBY, B OPraHU3aIIM1 KOTOPOTO Y9aCTBO-
Basii Benyiue aesirean MOCX.

MoCKOBCKOE OOIIECTBO CEJIBCKOTO XO3SIMCTBA CHITPAIO BAXKHYIO POJIb U B Pa3BUTUU
POCCHIICKOTr0 00IECTBEHHOTO IBMXKEeHUST Ha pyoeske XIX—XX BB., C OMHOI CTOPOHBI, CILIO-
THUB BeIyle MTaCCMOHAPHBIE CUJIBI POCCUMCKUX 3eMJICBIIAZICIIbLIEB, YUEHBIX-aTpapHUKOB
W MPOCBETUTEJIEl B OOphOe 3a yJIydIlIeHUe CeJIbCKOTO XO3STMCTBA; ¢ APYroil — Croco0-
CTBYsI Oyp>Kya3HOI MOIEPHU3AIIMM CTPAHbI M CO3AAHUIO TIPEAITOCHIIOK JIJISI ITOCTPOCHMST
rpaxaaHckoro odmectsa. B Hauame 1905 r. MOCX, K pyKOBOJACTBY B KOTOPOM MPUIILIU
smoepansl (U.W. Tlerpynkesuu, kH. [I. M. [llaxoBckoii u Ap.), BCTaJ0 HA MYTh OTKPHITOM
KOH(POHTAIIMY C CaMOJIEP>KaBHOM BJIACTHIO M BCKOPE OBIJIO JIMIIIEHO TTpaBa MMEHOBAThCS
«Mmmepatopckumy». OOBIIECTBO TTPEBPATUIIOCH B TIEHTP, KOHCOJIUIUPYIOLINI HETOBOIb-
HYIO BHYTPEHHE TOJIMTUKOW CaMOJIEPXKaBUs YacTh COLIMYMa; OHO ITyOJIMKOBAJIO BpaX-
JNeOHYIO BJIACTSIM TTOMYJISIPHYIO JIUTEPaTypy; HO, IJITaBHOE, — COBEPIIWIO TPUHITUITHAITb-
HBII «pa3BOPOT», HauaB OOPHOY 3a XO3STMCTBEHHbBIE MHTEPECHI HE KPYITHBIX TTOMEIIMKOB
(Kak paHee), a KpeCThSIHCTBA, UTPABIIIETO KJIIOUEBYIO POJIb B XO3SMCTBEHHOM Pa3BUTUM
cTpaHbl (cM. Takke: Jlanuios, 2011); craB BcepoCcCUNCKUM OPraHOM CONEMCTBUSI KPEAUT-
HOW U CeJIbCKOXO03IMCTBEHHOI Koonepauuu (rmoapodHee cm.: lynape, 1997). B 1905 r.
yneHsl MOCX Boliu B cocTaB pyKoBoACTBa KOHCTUTYLIMOHHO-IEMOKPAaTUYECKON map-
T, «Coroza Coro30B» (J1MdepaibHOTro 00beAMHEHUS TPOPECCUOHATBHO-TTOJIUTHYECKUX
COI030B); COCTaBUJIM OCHOBY 010p0 Bcepoccuiickoro KpecThbsIHCKOTO COto3a.

BakHeinyto poJib ChITpaJid MOABVMKHUYECKUE YCUJIMSI arpapHUKOB 10 MOJIEPHU-
3allUM CETHCKOTO XO3SMCTBA B IEPUOJ CTOJBINTMHCKUX arpapHbIX pepopM, Korma pe3ko
aKTUBU3UPOBAJIACh JIESITEIbHOCTh MHOXECTBAa OOIIECTBEHHBIX OpraHW3alvii, BKIIIOYast
arpapHble (cM. Takke: Enuna, 2011, 2012). MOCX, npoBost MaciiTabHyo padboTy B cde-
pe «OOIIEeCTBEHHOM arpOHOMMM» M TIEPEOPUEHTUPOBABIINCH Ha COTPYIHUYECTBO C 00-
IECTBEHHBIMM, 36 MCKMMU M KOOTIEPAaTUBHBIMM YIPEKIECHUSIMM, B350 Ha ce0sT (DyHKITUU
KOOpAMHATOpa BCEll XO351ICTBEHHO-ITPOCBETUTEILCKOM AeSITEIBHOCTH B IepeBHE. B co-
cTaBe 00l11ecTBa HauaJl paboTy psi HOBbIX KOMUTETOB: TOUBeHHBIH (¢ 30 okT. 1910T.), BU-
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HOKYPEHHOU MPOMBILIJIEHHOCTH (¢ 14 oKT. 1911 1.), «I10 X0n0nuabHOMY aey» (¢ 28 desp.
1911 r.) u a5xoHomuueckuit (c 11 okr. 1911 1.).

ITevatHeie Tpynsl yieHoB MOCX (mpexne Bcero, C.H. Ilpokomnosuua, A.H. Ye-
guHieBa, A.B. HasHoBa u A.M. Yynposa) BHecIu BeCOMbIN BKJIal B pa3BUTHE OTEYE-
CTBEHHOI arpapHoOil HayKu. boJIblIyIo pojib ChIIpajio 0011IECTBO B TBOPYECKOM CaMOOTIpe-
JIeJICHUU Y TTOCTyTaTeIbHOM Pa3BUTHM OPTaHU3aIlIMOHHO-TIPOMU3BOICTBEHHOM IIIKOJIBI —
aBTOPUTETHOTO HAITpaBJICHUs POCCUICKOI SKOHOMUYECKOM MBIC/IM Hadaina XX B.

B navane XX B. HAaUMHAETCSI MOJTUI W TPYAHBIN ITyTh MPO(eCCUOHATBLHON caMo-
peanu3alny KakK TepBBIX POCCUMCKUX KEeHIIUH-arpoHoMoB (Baxpomeena, 2016, 2017;
Enuna, 2018), Tak u xeHiuH-yu€HbIX (Banbkona, 2014, 2019). B coctabe MOCX, pa3s-
yMeeTcsl, ToXe TPYIWINCh XEHIIMHBI, HO UX ObLIO HeMHoro. [Ipexae Bcero, oTMeTUM
ofHy u3 «ctapeitmmx padotHul» MOCX E.I1. JleoHapnoBy, noJrue rojabl TpyAUBLIYIOCS
B Komurere ckoToBoacTBa, A.Jl. XBacTyHOBY (COTpYAHMILY XXypHayia « BeCTHUK cebcKoro
xo3siicTBa»), a Takke E.H. CaxapoBy (xeny H.U. BaBuiosa), npuHumasniiyio B 1914—
1918 rr. akTUBHOE y4acTue B pabote KomuTteTa o ceabcKux ccyno-coeperarebHbIX U IPo-
MBIILJIEHHBIX ToBapuiecTBax pu MOCX (cMm. Takke: BuiiHsikoBa, 2012).

B romwsr IlepBoit wMupoBoil BoitHbl ujeHbl MOCX (A.M. VYrpumoB, KH.
A.T. Lllep6atos, U.I1. leMunoB u Ap.), IBUKUMbIE TATPUOTUYECKUMU MOOYKIACHUSI-
MM, aKTMBHO YYacTBYIOT B OpraHM3allMy TTOMOIIM (POHTY W Thuly. VI3BecTHBIE yué-
Heie JI.H. IpsuumnukoB u M.H. Tyran-bapaHoBckuit mpuHUMAIOT ydyacTue B pabo-
Te KoMmuccuu mno n3yyeHuo ecTeCTBeHHBIX mpousBoauTeabHbIX cuil Poccun (KEIIC).
C.H. IIpokonosuu, J.W. [llaxosckoii, C.JI. MacnoB, A.H. MunuH u A.B. Teiitenb He
TOJILKO BBICTYTAJIM B POJIM OPTaHMU3aTOPOB, HO M aKTUBHO MPONaraHIMpoOBaIA MepeI1o-
BOI KOOTIEPATUBHBIN OIIBIT.

Jaxe B CypOBBIX YCJIOBUSIX BOWHBI 0OIIECTBO He 3abbiBasio 00 ucropuu Poccum.
B 1915 r. CoBer MOCX opranu3oBa U TIPOBEN CIlElIMaTbHOE 3aceaHne, TOCBIIIEHHOE
150-netHeit nestenbHocTr MMnepatopckoro BoibHOro 3KOHOMMYECKOTO 00I1IeCTBa.

BompmmmHcTBO wiieHoB MOCX momnep:kano MeBpanbcKyto 0ypKya3sHO-IeMOKpaTHIe-
CKy10 peBojonuio B Poccun, ¢ pasBuTrieM KOTOPOIl OHU CBSI3bIBAJIM HAAEXIbl Ha pedop-
MUPOBaHME U CTpaHbl, U OOIIECTBA, U OTCTaJOl arpapHoil skoHoMUKHU. YneHsl MOCX
(A.B. Yasinos, H.I1. Oranosckuii, C.JI. Macnos, A.H. Yeaunues, C.H. IIpokonoBuu
u np.) cbirpany B 1917 r. 3aMeTHYI0 posib B padoTe Jluru arpapHbix pedopm, moaaep-
JKaBIIEW MporpaMMHbIe YCTAaHOBKM 3cepoB. Hanboliee akTUBHO OHM TIPOSIBUIM ce0sT B
JesATeTbHOCTH BpeMeHHOro mpaBUTEIbCTBA, B COCTaB KOTOPOTO, TI0 HAIIUM TTOICYETaM,
B pa3HOE BpeMsl BXOAUJIO0 aeciaTh wieHoB MOCX, BKJlo4asi OAHOTO U3 BEAYILIUX TEOPETH-
koB MOCX C.H. ITpokomnoBuya.

ITocne npuxona k Biaactu 6oabeBUKoB MOCX mpoao/Kuio paboTy, OIHAKO OKa-
3aJI0Ch B TsDKeJelileil cutyauuu: coobiTusi Benukoii poccuiickoil peBomonuu 1917—
1922 rr. mpuBeaM K «3aMOPaXV1BaHNO» OOJIBIIIMHCTBA HAUMHAHWIA; HACTYTIWJ «Mepuog cucTe-
MaTUYECKOro pa3pyLUEHNs CenbCKO-X03a1cTBeHHOM KynbTypbl» (LLlenkuH, 1918, c. 7). Okazanucek
YHUYTOXEHBI U pa30peHbI «00pa3LoBbie MeHUs». Takue BaxkHeimume yapexnenus MOCX,
Kak umMeHue «Bellku» 1 MacTepckast 1Uis pEMOHTA CEIbCKOX03MCTBEHHBIX MAIIH, ObUTU
HallMOHAIU3UpoBaHbl'. 27 Host6pst 1919 1. ByThIpcKuii XyTop, BCST UCTOPUSI KOTOPOTO

! leHTpalbHBIN TOCYITapCTBEHHBIN apxuB MockoBckoi oomactu (LITAMO). @. 921. Om. 1.
. 31.J1. 1-5.
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6buTa TecHO cBsi3aHa ¢ MOCX, Takske miepeén B «obLeHapoaHyo» cobecTBeHHOCTh BCHX,
npuyéM, KaK OTMEYaIOCh B OTYETE OOILIECTBA, «B PACLBETE €ro JesTeNbHOCTM» 2,

Takum obOpa3oM, HA caMoIepKaBHBIC, HU OOJBIIIEBUCTCKIE BIACTH B Havyaie XX B.
OKa3aJINCh HE TOTOBBI K aleKBaTHOMY BOCHPHUSTHIO W TOMICPXKKE MECHHEHINIMX Hayd-
HO-TIPaKTUYECKMX pa3paboToK Bemymux nesgrteneit MOCX, 4To B uTore, Hapsioy ¢ ApyTH-
MU (haKTopaMHu, KpaifHe HeTaTUBHO OTPA3MIOCh Ha XO3SIHCTBEHHOM M COLIMOKYJIBTYPHOM
pa3BUTHUM cTpaHBI B XX cronetnu (cM. Takcke: HukoHoB, 1995, c. 124—230).

B mepBbie rompl COBETCKOM BJIACTH, B YCIOBUSX KpaliHE IMPOTUBOPECUMBBIX XO3STiA-
CTBEHHBIX M COIIMOKYIBTYPHBIX mporeccoB B crpaHe (Bynmakos, 2012), 4ieHBI oOIIe-
CTBa JOOWMIIMCH 3aMETHBIX YCIIEXOB B Pa3BUTHUM KaK arpapHOIl TCOpWH, TaK U BOIIPOCOB
YIPaBJIEHUS CETbCKUM X031UCcTBOM. IMEHHO 31€Ch OHU CMOTJIM pa3padboTaTh LEbIA Pl
BaXKHBIX TSI BOCCTAHOBJICHUS CEITBCKOTO X03siicTBa Poccnit HAayIHO-TIpaKTUIeCKIX MHH-
IIMATHB, aKTUBHO YYaCTBYS B pa3HOOOPA3HBIX MEPOIIPUSITHSIX, KACAIOIITUXCS SKOHOMMIIEC-
cKkoro miaHupoBaHus (nesateabHocTh A.B. YasgHosa, H.Jl. KonagpaTtbeBa u ap.). YieHbl
MOCX (M.M. llenxun, S1.1. byropu4, O.B. 'apkasu u ap.) TIPUITOKUIN OOIBIITNE YCH-
JIASL TI0 CTIACEHUIO PYCCKOTO TJIEMEHHOTO XXKMBOTHOBOICTBA.

C npunsatreM HoBoro yctaBa MOCX B 1919 1. HaunHaeTCs HOBBII 3Tall B XU3HU 00-
mecTtBa. [IpaBo Ha BCTYIJICHHE B €TO COCTAB ITOJTYIMIN TAKKE «IOPUINICCKIE JTATIA» ; TIPU
3TOM MOCKOBCKOE OOIIIECTBO CEJIbCKOTO XO3dMCTBA 0epeT Ha cebs (PYHKIIMU KOOpaAHA-
TOpa arpOHOMMYECKOI paOOTHI KaK KOOTIEPAaTUBHBIX, TAK M CEIILCKOXO3SCTBEHHBIX Opra-
HU3AINH, 3aIIAIIas HHTEPECH U IIpaBa APYTUX CeIbCKOX03SIMICTBEHHBIX OOIIECTB CTPaHBI.
Br11 pa3zpaboTtaH 1IebIi psI BaXKHBIX 171 BOCCTAHOBIICHUS arpapHOil 5KOHOMIMKHN Poccun
HayIHO-TIpaKTUIeCKX MHULMAaTuB. 4 Mapta 1918 . mpu MOCX 6pu10 cozmano «bropo
3aIUATHl OMBITHOTO Aeia». OTpOMHYIO HaydHO-IIPAKTHUUECKYIO padoTy (B TOM YHUCIE IO
COCTaBJICHUIO «CBOIHBIX ITOUBCHHBIX KapT» OTACIbHBIX TYOCPHMIT) TIPOBEIN COTPYTHUKH
IMTouBenHoro komuteta MOCX 1o pykoBoactsoM H.A. JIumo. Yiensr MOCX moaro-
TOBWJIM IICHHBIC Pa3paOOTKU IJIST LIEHTPAIBHBIX XO3SiCTBEeHHBIX opraHoB (Hapkomzema
PC®OCP, Hapkombuna CCCP u ap.).

B 1920-x rr. UIMEHHO OT BEAyIINX CICIHMAINCTOB OOIIecTBa (TIpeXIe BCEro, OT
H.J. KonnpartseBa, A.B. Yasrosa, H.I1. Oranosckoro u A.B. TeiiTenst) cOTpyIHUKHU TO-
CYIapCTBEHHBIX YUPEXKICHUI, BEHAIOIINX Pa3BUTHEM CEIBCKOTO XO3SMCTBA, OICpaTHB-
HO TIOTyJaJIN BaXKHEUIIIYIO XO3IHCTBEHHYIO MH(MOPMAILIMIO O COCTOSTHUM arpapHoit cde-
peI ctpadbl. MOCX aKTHBHO B3aMMOIEHCTBOBAIO ¢ KOOTICPATUBHBIMUA OPTaHU3AIIASIMH
(CoBeTOM 00BEIMHEHHOM CEIBCKOXO3SIICTBEHHOM KOOMEPAIIUN U €T0 arPOHOMMYIECKOMN
CeKLME M IIp.), a TAKKe C TOCYIapCTBEHHBIMU M OOIIECTBEHHBIMHU YUPEKICHUSIMH W
OpTaHM3AIUSIMM, BEICTYIIasl B KauecTBe HanboJjee MpodecCHOHATbHO KOMIIETCHTHOTO 1
YBaxkaeMOTO 3KCIIEPTHOTO COOOIIECTBA arpapHUKOB.

B 1921 r. arpapHUKM ITBITAINCH TTOMOYB TOJIOIAIOIIEMY HaceJIeHUTO CTpaHHI (7 WICHOB
MOCX Boumu B coctaB Bcepoccniickoro KoMUTeTa ITOMOIIN TOJIOTAIOIINM), OJHAKO
BJIACTH XKECTKO TIpecekiu 3Ty mestenbHocTh; C.H. [Ipokomosuu n A. M. YrpumoB (mipe-
3ugeHT MOCX B 1912—1915 1T.) 66UTH BEICTAHBI ¢ ceMbsiMU 13 Poccun. M.M. Illenkuna
OBLT OOBUHEH B «KOHTPPEBOIIOLIMOHHONM IeSITeIEHOCTH», TIOABEPICS apecTy M 3aKJTIoue-
HUIO; TaXe B TIOPEMHO Kamepe padboTtai Hanm nokiagom mist Hapkomizema PCOCP; mo-
CJIe OCBOOOXKICHMS TSKEIJIO TIEPEXUBaJl pelllcHIE BIACTei O BHICEICHNH €T0 U3 MOCKBBI
u 21 HOsTOps 1921 r. ckonvancs B [TlomMockoBbe B Bo3pacTe 50 yeT (mogpobHee 0 eTro

2LUTAMO. @.921.Om. 1. . 63.J1. 3.
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MOABMKHUYECKOH nesrebHocTH cM.: Kosnos, 2019, ¢. 395—469). [Totepst 3THUX BblIaio-
LIMXCSl YYEHBIX-arPapHUKOB OKa3ajach HeBocrosHUMON u a1t MOCX, 1 U1st CTpaHbl B
1LIEJIOM.

bnaronpusTHO oTpa3ujachk Ha NESITEJILHOCTU OOIlECTBA HOBasi 9KOHOMUYECKas
MOJIMTUKA — BPeMsI BO3POXIEHHBIX HaleXI, Ha KOPOTKUI Mepuoa peaHuMUpPOBaB-
mee 6a30Bble LIEHHOCTU MUPOBO33peHus wieHoB MOCX: pa3BuThe PhIHOYHOU 3KO-
HOMMKHU U YaCTHOM MPEeANPUUMUYUBOCTU, MMOMOIIL UHAUBUIYATbHOMY KPECTbSIHCKO-
MY XO3SIMCTBY U 1p. (cM. Takke: CelbCKOX03siCTBEeHHOe onbITHOE jesio B PCOCP,
1928). AkTuBM3MpoOBagachk paboTta OTAEIbHBIX KOMUTETOB, Mpexae Bcero Komurera
CKOTOBOJICTBA; MPOAYKTUBHO (DyHKIMOHUpPOoBaga CeMeHHas ONbITHAS U KOHTPOJIbHas
cranuust MOCX, cOTpyIHUKM KOTOPOU HE TOJBKO CHabXalu KaueCTBEHHBIMU ceMe-
HaMU MHOTHE KOOTepaTUBHbIE U KPECThSIHCKUE XO3IMCTBa, HO Y MPOBOIUIN IIEHHBIE
HayYHO-XO3SMCTBEHHbIC OIBITHI, MOJYYMUBIIME BCEPOCCUICKOE U MEXAYHAPOIHOE
Mpu3HaHUE.

B nocnennue roapl aestenbHoctt MOCX B ero padboTte MOSIBISIIOTCS HOBBIE MTPUO-
PUTETBI: arpapHUKM TMOIKIIOYAIOTCS K peaau3allid 3KOHOMMYECKOTo Kypca Ha Macco-
BYIO KOJUIEKTUBU3ALWIO U UHIYCTpUAIM3ALIMIO cTpaHbl. Hanbonee nmepcrneKTUBHBIMU, Ha
Hall B3I, ObLIM HAyYHO-METOJ0JOTUYECKME TTOAXOIbI, pa3padaTbiBaeMbie B 1920-x IT.
JI.LH. Jlutomenko, H.HA. KonapatbeBbimM, A.H. YenunuesbiMm u A.B. YassHOBBLIM.
[IpumeuaTenbHo, yTo Benyiue Teopetuku MOCX k koHiy 1920-X IT. BbICKa3bIBaJu
aJbTepHATUBHbIE HayYHbIC WJACU, Kacarolluecs MepCrnekKTUB MOAECPHU3ALUU CEbCKO-
ro xossiictBa CoBeTckoit Poccuu: Tak, uMead MecCTO MPUHIMIUAIbHBIE pa3HOTIJIa-
cusl o gaHHoi npooaeMme mexay JI.H. JIutomeHko u rpynmoit arpapHMKOB B COCTaBe
A.B. YagHosa, H.I1. MakapoBa u A.A. PeioHukoBa (Ky3neuos, CaBuHoBa, 2018).

B 1928 r. 6611 ipuHST HOBBIN ycTaB MOCX, corjlacCHO KOTOPOMY OHO MOJIY4UJI0 OT TO-
cyaapcTBa 0oJjiee IIMPOKKUe MpaBa Ha MPOBEACHUE XO3SIMCTBEHHO-TTPOCBETUTETBCKUX ME-
pornpusiTiii. OqHaKO PYKOBOACTBO CTPaHbl OEPET KypC Ha TOTAIbHOE OroCyIapCTBICHUE
Bcex cdep OOIIECTBEHHOU XW3HU; YCUIMBACTCSI KOMaHIHO-aAMUHUCTPATUBHASl CUCTE-
Ma, YXYAIIAITCS YCAOBUS I MPOAYKTUBHON HaydyHOUl padoThl (CuHeabHMKOBa, 2017,
2018; Kpusomienna, 2018). HaunHatotcst pernpeccuu NpoTuB BUAHBIX WieHOB MOCX,
BbInatomuxcs yueéHnix-arpapHukoB H.Jl. KonnpateeBa, A.B. YasiHoBa, A.H. YenuHiiesa.
OpraHusyeTcs 3aKa3Hasi KaMIlaHUs B [eYaT U MPOTUB CaMOT0 CEIbCKOXO3SIICTBEHHOTO
00111eCTBa, Ha BCI0O UCTOPUYECKYIO NEATEbHOCTh KOTOPOIrO HABEIIMBAIOTCS MOJUTUYE-
ckue sapabiky (Mymnus, 1929; u op.).

B 1930 r. MockoBcKoe 00ILECTBO CETbCKOTO XO351MCTBa ObLIO YHUUTOXEHO BIACTSI-
Mu. JIukBuaanusi obiecTBa COBIaja MO BPEMEHM C PEenpeccUsiMu MPOTUB AKaaeMUU
HayK U JejoM Mubudeckoil « TpymoBoil KpeCcThbSIHCKOU napTuu», Mo KOTOPOMY ObLIU pe-
MPEeCCUPOBaHBI Belylllre YUEHbIe-arpapHUKU CTPaHbl, BKJIIoYast MHOrux wieHoB MOCX.
DTO 03HayYaJ0 pa3pyllieHNe HHTEJJIEKTYaJbHOTO TBOPUYECKOTO MOTEHIIMaIa OTEYECTBEeH-
HOI arpapHoil Hayku. Bbul HapyllieH 6oJiee YeM CTOJIETHUM 3BOJTIOLIMOHHBINA MyTh pa3-
BUTUSI KaK POCCUMCKOM arpapHOi pallMOHAIMU3ALMU, TAK U NEPEIOBON CEIbCKOXO35M-
CTBEHHOI TEOpUU.

HecMmotps Ha nukBunainuio MOCX, MHOTOE U3 €ro TEOPEeTUYECKOTo U MPaKTUIECKO-
ro Hacjenus npoaoKaeT XuTh U B Hauasie XXI cronetust (Kosznos, [lerpukos, baytuH,
Hsanos, Koctses, Opexanos, 2020, c. 462—464). OnbIT [IEPBOr0 POCCUIICKOI0 CEJILCKO-
XO3SMCTBEHHOI'O 00I1IeCTBAa — HAYYHBIH, XO35CTBEHHO-TPAKTUYECKU I, OpraH13alMOH-
HBIi1, OOIIECTBEHHBI, COLMOKYIBTYPHBIA U TyXOBHO-HPABCTBEHHBIN — MO-TIpEKHEMY
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COXpaHSIET CBOM BBICOYAMIIIMI TBOPYECKUI TTOTEHIIMA, BKIIIOYasi KaK CMHTE3 arpapHbIX
TpaAulIMif W HOBALMU, TaK U OCHOBBI pa3paboraHHoro wieHaMmu MOCX mnpuHLMIIA
afanTUBHO-IUGbGEPEHIIMPOBAHHOTO (C YUETOM PErMOHAIbHONU crieludUKN) UCITOIb30-
BaHUs TIPUPOIHBIX pecypcoB cTpaHbl. st coBpeMeHHOI Poccuu mo-npexkHeMy KpaiiHe
HeoOXoauMMa opraHu3alusi, KotTopas Obl BBIIIOJHSIA 3aJa4l paHee JUKBUAUPOBAHHOTO
MOCX, o0beanHsIsl HaydHO-MTPaKTUUECKOe COOOIIECTBO arpapHUKOB, — OpraHu3alus, B
KOTOpOii, Kak oTMeuan eig B 1884 r. K.A. Tumupsizes, «y4€Hblil UIMEET Criyyal BCTPETUTLCS C
npeLcTaBuTensM1, NPaKTUYECKOro, NPUKAAHOro 3HaHNs» (uT. mo: CuHenpHUKOBa, 2020, c. 121).
He meHee BakeH 1 arlipoOMpOBaHHBIN Ha TTPAKTUKE OTBIT OOBETUHEHWS M KOOPAMHALINI
BCEX CUJI B KOHTEKCTE IIMPOKOMAcCIITaOHON arpapHoil mMomepHuszauuu Poccuu: rias-
HbII 3aBeT noaB>XXKHUKOB MOCX, BbICKa3aHHBIN B ol CTOJIETHEro 100uiest o01lecTBa B
1920 r. — «3anor ycnexa nexut B 06LLel apyxHOI paboTe, 06bEANHEHHON 1 TEM YMHOXAIOLLEN cuy
1 3HayeHne paboTbl oTAenbHbIX ero uneHoB» (Ctonetre MockoBckoro Oo6iiectBa CelbcKOro
XossiictBa, 1920, c. 6), — 3HAYNUM U B HAIIIW JHU.
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“The key to success lies in a concerted joint effort”
Moscow Society of Agriculture (1820-1930)

SERGEY A. KozLov
Institute of Russian History, Russian Academy of Sciences, Moscow, Russia; sa-kozlov@yandex.ru

The article describes the activities of the Moscow Society of Agriculture (MSA) — the first Russian
agricultural society, which was the main domestic center of advanced agricultural theory and practice
from 1820 to 1930. For MSA agriculturists who were striving for a creative synthesis of traditions
and innovations, it was already clear in the prereform era that any effective work organization is
based on elements of traditional experience. That is why their rich creative heritage attracts the close
attention of modern scientists. MSA’s experience is valuable and relevant especially now when the
tasks of innovative upgrading of domestic agriculture, reducing its dependence on the import of seeds,
pedigree cattle, machinery, and equipment, are being addressed. In conditions of severe economic
pressure exerted on Russia by the United States and other Western countries from 2014, the principle
of adaptively differentiated (taking into account regional specifics) use of the country’s richest natural
resources, developed by MSA members, is of particular applied importance. Particular attention is
paid to the role of the Moscow Society of Agriculture in the agrarian modernization of the country,
many years of economic and educational work in the peasant and landlord milieu, achievements
in the improvement of individual agricultural sectors, the progress of agricultural science and the
formation of the foundations of civil society in prerevolutionary Russia. The important role of the
Moscow Society of Agriculture in the preservation and development of economic, sociocultural, and
Orthodox traditions is revealed, and the relevance of this unique national heritage in modern Russia
is noted.

Keywords: Moscow Society of Agriculture, agricultural rationalization, agricultural science.
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biology because it was during this congress that Nirenberg announced the cracking of the genetic
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promote fruitful exchanges among scientists but rather in the spirit of “Olympic internationalism”. At
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fallout. In the early 1960s, the international congresses of biochemistry and zoology were facing the
same challenges (their heterogeneity and size, the issue of molecular biology) but biochemistry dealt
with these challenges more successfully than zoology.
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The Fifth International Congress of Biochemistry was the first to be held outside
Western Europe. Held every three years, the first one took place in Cambridge UK in 1949,
the second in Paris (1952), the third in Brussels (1955), the fourth in Vienna (1958) (Slater,
2000). The Moscow congress was the largest one which was held up to then. They were about
1700 participants in the first one, around 3000 in Vienna while more than 5000 people have
attended the Moscow congress (Slater, 2000, p. 332; Whelan, 2003). It was only superseded
by the 1964 New York congress with an attendance above 6000 (Ochoa, 1964, p. 9). Such
a “mammoth” congress, held in one week, was attended by many scientists, students, and
even journalists. Given its size, it is only possible to describe its main features (qualitative
and quantitative) and to describe in more details some abstracts. It is also possible to analyze
selected trends and issues as Konashev did while analyzing Soviet participation at the series
of International Congresses of Genetics (Konashev, 2010).
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Results

The congress took place at Moscow University, while Moscow was celebrating the safe
return of its second Cosmonaut, Herman S. Titov. Alexander I. Oparin was the president
of the congress, Norair M. Sissakian was Secretary-General of the congress, Vladimir A.
Engelhardt was the president of the scientific committee.

The congress of biochemistry includes three different types of communications. Two
plenary lectures were held (by US biochemist David E. Green and Czech biochemist
FrantiSek Sorm). There were 8 symposia and 28 sections (27 were included in the program
but the 28th, “biochemistry of lipids”, was included in the proceedings)’.

The eight symposia

They were edited as eight separate volumes and constituted, according to Engelhardt
(1961, p. 1109), the most important part of the congress, in particular because they examine
current problems. Their topics are listed in Table 1. These titles reflect the priorities of
the congress as shown by a comparison with the proceedings of the previous (Vienna) and
the following (New York) symposia. For instance, in Moscow, steroids and antibiotics
were not longer topics for a separate symposium as they were in Vienna (despite, of course,
being present in the sections, see Table 2). The proceedings start with a volume entitled
“Biological Structure and Function at the Molecular Level” edited by Engelhardt. As
pinpointed by Hargittai (2007, p. 33—34), Engelhardt wrote that he had proposed this title
because the previous one, “molecular biology”, had not been accepted by the organizing
committee (Engelhardt, 1982, p. 16—17). One shall point out that “molecular biology” as
such was also not retained as a title for the proceedings of the next meeting in New York
where the president of the congress, John T. Edsall, said in his opening remarks (1964, p. 4):

One could imagine that biochemistry, in becoming so all pervading, might have lost its separate
identity. Indeed we see some of our closely affiliated colleagues, including some members of this audience,
advancing to the conquest of the unknown, carrying a banner emblazoned with the word, “Biophysics”.
Others carry a similar banner labeled, “Molecular Biology”. Regardless of those labels, all of us are dealing
with the biological problems at the molecular level; the biophysicist working at this level perforce becomes
a biochemist, and the biochemist commonly must master some of the tools, and some of the outlook, of the
physicist. For myself, | am happy to continue being called a biochemist, while hailing the biophysicists and
molecular biologists as fellow workers in the same field.

Molecular biology was thus a challenge for biochemistry, but a challenge from within
that was dealt with.

The total number of communications at the eight symposia was 227 (without chairman’s
introductions and conclusions, discussions). While 39 % of the abstracts published in the
sections were written by a single author, in the symposia, 65 % of the communications (147
out of 227) were made by a single author which shows that symposia gather a different

! This has been pointed out by Bud (2014). The program of the congress is available online. Cold
Spring Harbor Archives Repository. James D. Watson’s files. File JDW/2/14/6. Retrieved February
the 21 st, 2021 from http://libgallery.cshl.edu/items/show/53878
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type of communications than the sections. In the symposia, the communications look
more like authoritative lectures. In case of communications with several authors, none
were the product of an international team of authors. A further argument which shows how
distinct were the symposia is that they included a pleiade of Nobel prize winners. Among
the authors from the symposium “Biological Structure and Function at the Molecular
Level”, two were already Nobel prize winners (Lipmann in 1953 and Ochoa in 1959, both
in medicine and physiology) and four more were awarded the prize in the following years:
Kendrew (chemistry, 1962), Jacob and Monod (medicine and physiology, 1965) and
finally Nirenberg for the very work he had presented in the Moscow congress (medicine
and physiology, 1968). At the time of the congress, together with the first symposium, the
third (Tatum) and the fourth (Theorell), included communications by Nobel prize winner.
Later, many Nobel prizes were awarded but the highest total number was to be found in
the first symposium?. Only speakers from the last symposium, dedicated to more applied
sciences, have not yet been awarded a Nobel prize.

. . Commu- Single
Title Editor nications | author (%) USA USSR
| | Biological Structure and Engelhardt V.A. 33 48 17 4
Function at the Molecular
Level
Il'| Functional biochemistry of Lindberg O. 24 79 8 3
cell structures
Il | Evolutionary biochemistry Oparin A. 38 82 22 6
IV | Molecular basis of enzyme Desnuelle P.A.E. 26 50 14 4
action and inhibition
V| Intracellular respiration Slater E.C. 22 55 12 2
VI | Mechanism of photosynthesis | Tamiya H. 27 67 15 5
VIl | Biosynthesis of lipids Popjak, G. 32 63 18 3
VIII | Biochemical principles of the |Kretovich, V. L. and 25 72 4 5
food industry Pijanowski, E.
227 64 110 32

Table 1. Topics of the eight symposia held. Bottom: sums and mean
(in the case of the percentage of communications with a single author)
Ta6nuia 1. TemMbl BOCbMU MPOBEASHHBIX CHMITO3MYMOB. BHU3Y: CYMMBI U cpelHee 3HaYeHue
(B IPOIIEHTHOM COOTHOIIIEHUH YKa3aHbl COOOIICHUST C OMHUM aBTOPOM)

2 Here is the full list per volume:
1. 5 prizes, all in medicine and physiology apart one: Lipmann (1953), Ochoa (1959), Kendrew
(chemistry, 1962), Jacob and Monod (1965), Nirenberg (1968).
2. 1 prize: De Duve (medicine and physiology, 1974).
. 2 prizes, both in medicine and physiology: Tatum (1958), Wald (1967).
4. 4 prizes: Theorell (medicine and physiology, 1955), Lynen (medicine and physiology, 1964),
Anfinsen (chemistry, 1972), Moore and Stein (chemistry, 1972), Boyer (chemistry, 1997).
. 1 prize: Boyer (chemistry, 1997).
. 1 prize: Calvin (chemistry, 1961).
7. 1 prize: Lynen (medicine and physiology, 1964).
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Fig. 1. Number of communications per country at the eight symposia
Puc. 1. KonnvecTBo cOOOIIEHUI OT KaXI0i CTpaHbl HA BOCBMU CUMITO3UYMax

One may notice also the lion share of the US in the symposia (50%), whereas the host
country share, USSR, is 14 %, the second largest one (Fig. 1). The highest number of
contributions, both total, US and Soviet, is found in the third volume edited by Oparin.

The 28 sections

Most of the communications of the congress were included in the sections (Sissakian,
1963a). A total of 2218 communications were included in 28 sections (Table 2). At the
closing session, the Secretary-General of the congress said that (Sissakian, 1963c, p. 54):

2600 papers and communications were read and discussed at the two plenary sessions, 8 symposia
and 28 sections. A wide discussion developed in which 1596 speakers participated.

It means that communications must have been discarded by the editors or given up by
the authors in the editing process. However, this figure remains much higher than in the
New York congress which includes a total number of 664 communications in its program.

The number of abstracts per section range from 28 (section 25, Biogeochemistry
and biochemistry of trace elements) to 203 (section 5, Enzymology). While the average
number of communications per symposium was 28 with a standard deviation of 5,4, the
average number of communications per section was 79 with a standard deviation of 48. The
dispersion is much higher and one can conclude that sections accommodate the variability
of biochemistry across topics while symposia seem to fit a more fixed structure. This was
indeed the case: symposia were carefully scheduled while sections were filled according to
the received abstracts (Engelhardt, 1961, p. 1109).

A major difference with the symposia was that USA and USSR shares are almost
equal, they are accounting for a quarter of the total number of abstracts each. However,
their patterns of contributions are quite distinct with huge differences in some sections, the
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extremes being found in sections 5 and 24. The next five countries represent a quarter of the
number of abstracts (Fig. 2). Thus seven countries represent more than 75 % of the abstracts.
At the New York congress, the share of USA was similar (46 %, with 304 communications)
while the Soviet one was much lower (less than 3 % with 18 communications). This reflects
an asymmetry on traveling possibilities.

In contrast with symposia where two-thirds of the communications are signed by one
author, in the sections, less than 40 % of the abstracts are authored by a single scientist.
Abstracts were thus more representative of a team-work at the bench rather than a lecture
style communication at the symposia.

Abstracts per country (first author)
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Fig. 2. Number of communications per country (of the first author) at the twenty-eight sections
Puc. 2. KonnyecTBo cooOlIeHUI Ha cTpaHy (IIEpBOTO aBTOpa) B ABAIIIATU BOCBMU CEKLIMSIX

It was reported in the proceedings that scientists from 58 countries attended the
congress (Sissakian, 1963b). Only 40 different countries can be listed among the 2218
abstracts published?®. While, as we have seen, most of the abstracts were signed by two or
more authors, there were only 19 abstracts signed by authors from different countries (in
New York, there were only 8). International collaboration was thus the exception. Only one
abstract is signed by scientists from the two sides of the Iron Curtain (in New York, there
was none): abstract 11.5, by Polish and French scientists.

The French case

French scientists did not deliver plenary lectures but gave 9 communications at the
symposia*. There were 93 abstracts from France in the sections (in three case, as a second
country). The majority is from Paris (50 out of 90). The highest number of French abstracts,

3 This number reaches 42 if one takes into account the symposia, which include a communication
from Switzerland and Tunisia. Countries of the United Kingdom have been merged in our dataset.

4 The full list is:
— vol. 1: 3 (F. Jacob and J. Monod, F. Gros and H.H. Hiatt, G. Cohen);
— vol. 3: 1 (J. Roche);
— vol. 4: 1 (P. Desnuelle);
— vol. 6: 2 (R. Wurmser, A. Moyse);
— vol. 7: 1 (E. Lederer);
— vol. 8: 1 (L. Genevois).
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eleven, is found in section 5 Enzymology. More interestingly, scientists experts on RNA,
who were prime movers in the field of molecular biology in France, had communications
at the congress: Francois Gros and Frangois Jacob from Paris, Jean-Pierre Ebel from
Strasburg, Roger Monier from Marseille’. In May 1961, Gros, Jacob and colleagues, in two
separate papers in Nature, had been publishing the discovery of the messenger RNA (Gros
etal., 1961; Brenneret al., 1961). In July, Ebel and Marianne Grunberg-Manago organized
an international symposium on RNA and polyphosphates in Strasburg (Grunberg-Manago
and Ebel, 1962). Among the 64 authors of communications at the Strasburg congress, 20
were also authors of communications at the Moscow congress a month later. Among them,
five had communications at symposia (H. Fraenkel-Conrat, F. Gros, G. Schramm, M.S.
Smellie, A.S. Spirin). Later on, Ebel and Grunberg-Manago were key in the French-Soviet
cooperation in molecular biology (Kisselev, 2008, p. 71). RNA was making headlines in
science at that time and it was also at the heart of Nirenberg’s announcement.

Case Studies

We will study more closely three abstracts taken from sections. The first one was an
obvious choice, considering its fate in science. Compared with this one, the remaining two
have fallen into oblivion. However, we have picked them because they reveal other aspects
of this congress that were relevant during the Cold War.

Nirenberg & Matthaei

The abstract submitted by Marshall Nirenberg and Heinrich Matthaei, entitled
“Comparison of ribosomal and soluble E. coli systems incorporating amino acids into
protein”, was included in section 2, “Biochemistry of proteins and amino acids”. This was
certainly relevant since the abstract was about their results with a cell-free bacterial extract
incorporating amino acid, in other words, synthesizing proteins in vitro. Their abstract
has two intriguing features. First, their system lacks a definite messenger RNA. In fact,
the deadline for sending the abstract was December the 31st 1960 and at this point, the
messenger RNA had not yet been discovered (cf. supra). When the abstract was submitted,
as shown by Rheinberger (1997, p. 209), Nirenberg and Matthaei “shared the prevailing picture
of the ribosome, whose RNA — or part of it- they believed played the réle of a template <...>”. Second,
it lacks the mention of the genetic code and includes nothing about the deciphering of the
genetic code. Did they fail to mention it? The answer is no. At that time, the famous poly-
UUU experiment, proving that UUU is coding for phenylalanine, was not yet performed.
This occurred in late May 1961 (Kay, 2000, p. 252—253). It was communicated to the
Proceedings of the National Academy of Science in early August, a few days before the congress
and was thus published afterwards. As a consequence, most participants were unaware of
their breakthrough. The story of how the public was stunned by their communication has
been told many times®. Indeed, the fact that a team of two biochemists beat, so to speak, the

5 Historian Gaudilliére describes those experts as an “RNA network” (Gaudilliere, 1991).

¢ See for instance Riddley (2018, p. 127): “<...> Nirenberg gave a 15-minutes talk in a classroom. The talk
was sparsely attended, but Matt Meselson heard it and went straight to Crick, who quickly added Nirenberg to a session
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RNA-tie club, which was including many influential scientists like Francis Crick or Edward
Teller, at breaking the code could remind us the David and Goliath struggle (Kay, 2000).
Let us quote Nirenberg (2004, p. 49) about what happened in Moscow:

| gave my talk in Moscow to an audience of ~35 people. However, Francis Crick invited me talk again
in a large symposium that he was chairing on nucleic acids, which | did to an extraordinarily enthusiastic
audience.

Asaresult, their communication was included in the proceedings of the first symposium,
which were edited by Vladimir Engelhardt and entitled “Biological structure and function
at the molecular level”, side by side with communications by other luminaries from the field
of molecular biology like John Kendrew, Matthew Meselson, Francois Jacob, and many
others. This communication states clearly, albeit in a scientific, cautious fashion, that the
code has been broken:

Poly-U appears to function as a synthetic template, or messenger RNA, in this system. One or more
uridylic acid residues appear to be the code for phenylalanine. Attempts are now being made to determine
other letters of the code (Nirenberg and Matthaei, 1963, p. 189).

After the congress, there was a race to complete the code and the remaining «letters»
were deciphered in the following years.

Molecular biologist Gunther Stent (1968, p. 394) wrote that after 1963, “By that time
many of the details of the genetic code were known <...>”. According to Stent, Molecular biology,
after having fulfilled the goal of understanding the two functions of DNA, replication
and translation into proteins, was now moving to a more “academic phase”, lacking the
thrill of the early time of the field when its theories were elaborated. In a TV report from
December 1965, Francois Jacob stated that the genetic code was “<..> a very important
result, a great achievement of human knowledge™’. Finally, Molecular biologist and Historian
of molecular biology Michel Morange has recently depicted the communication as the
“main event” of the congress (Morange, 2020, p. 134). Retrospectively, it is hard to over-
estimate the importance of this discovery which led Nirenberg to be awarded a share of a
Nobel prize in 1968. But one may also notice that in a dense ten-pages report about the
eight symposia published soon after the congress, there was not a single line about this
breakthrough (Engelhardt, 1961). One may suggest as an explanation that perhaps, at that
moment, the communication of Nirenberg and Matthaei was not expected to be published
in the proceedings of the first symposium, whose program has been carefully prepared in
advance. Anyway, one might also argue that this communication is an outlier among the
2218 abstracts which outshines the remaining abstracts. There is no doubt that many other
abstracts deserve more attention. We shall add two more below, because they are related to
the Cold War context.

he was chairing at the end of the meeting so that Nirenberg could repeat it”.

7 Original quote: “<...> un trés grand résultat, une trés grand acquisition de la connaissance
humaine” (Barrére, 1965).
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Kent & Slade

In section 20, “immunochemistry”, was included what seems to be at first a purely
technical abstract entitled “20.19 Immunochemically-active cross-linked polystyrene
preparations”. This communication is about an interesting method for adsorbing antigens
from a solution thanks to antibodies linked to a substrate. The paper was coauthored by
two scientists, L.H. Kent and J.H.R. Slade, both affiliated to Oxford. Despite this technical
appearance, historian Robert Bud has shown that there is a fascinating story. In fact,
L.H. Kent was a senior scientist from Porton Down:

The British delegation included four senior members of staff of Britain’s secretive but very large
Microbiological Research Establishment at Porton Down, part of the country’s War Office, dedicated to
preparing against the eventuality of biological warfare with the Soviet Union. The scientists at Porton were
working on plague bacillus, producing large quantities to model an attack, for defensive purposes, but,
truth to tell, the line between defence and offence in this technology was narrow. The group included the
distinguished biochemist. Dr L. H. Kent, who was also the Establishment’s distinguished Deputy Director,
with the rank of Major (Bud, 2014, p. 452).

Was the visit a spy operation? No, because according to Bud (2014, p. 452): “There was
no secret as to who they were (...)”.

Indeed, although it was not written in the Moscow abstract, in two previous papers
describing the method, Kent and Slade were affiliated to Porton (Kent, Slade, 1959, 1960).
In these very two papers, their method was applied to plague toxin and anthrax antigens.
Their Moscow communication was an incremental improvement of an already published
method. One may thus ask what was the goal of their visit. According to Bud (2014, p.
453), they visited in the meantime their “Comintern counterparts” and up to “eight visits to Soviet
biochemical and microbiological laboratories were arranged”.

Thus, Bud shows that a large congress like this one may be used to organize behind the
scene activities in an inconspicuous fashion.

Genevois & Flavier

Louis Genevois (1900—1989) published two contributions in the proceedings. The
first and the main one, entitled “Biochemical improvement of crops” was part of the
symposium “Biochemical principles of the food industries”®. This was indeed the area
of specialization of the French biochemist, who, as a professor of biological chemistry
and plant physiology at Bordeaux University, had already worked on fermentations
and wines (Genevois, Ribéreau-Gayon, 1947). However, we would like to focus on
the abstract he had submitted together with Henri Flavier, his doctoral student, and
which was incorporated in the 25th section “Biogeochemistry and Biochemistry of
Trace Elements”. This abstract is entitled “25.8 Radioactivité des végétaux en terrains
sablonneux” [Radioactivity of plants in sandy soils]. In this communication, Genevois
relies on his expertise in the field of ion exchanges in plants which dated back in the

8 Original title in French “Amélioration biochimique des plantes cultivées”. Translated by the
author.
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1920s (Le Roux, 2019). But here, this expertise was applied with a special focus on
%Sr, a radioactive Strontium isotope, which was a concern in the nuclear fallout issue
for the Medical Research Council in the UK and the Atomic Energy Commission in
the USA (Jolly 2002; de Chadarevian 2006). In this communication, Genevois and
Flavier stress that due to the fallout of 1958 and 1959, the level of radioactivity in plants
growing in sandy soils in the South of Bordeaux are high in 1960. To our knowledge,
such a communication about radioactivity was unusual for Genevois and he started
publishing in this field a few months prior the congress, in March (Genevois, Flavier,
1961). Henri Flavier had started collecting data about radioactivity from the fallout in
the Bordeaux area at least since 1958 (Flavier, 1963). One may conclude that this is a
typical whistleblower communication, in which a scientist, based on his expertise, aims
at stressing an issue for a broader (but still a scientific one here) audience. In Moscow,
this was to our knowledge the first time that Genevois reached an international audience
about this issue. This kind of research was not new because Linus Pauling had already
published a scientific paper about the hazards of low dose of °Sr fallout in 1959. Even
earlier, in 1957, many scientists were involved in the Pugwash conferences, but they were
concerned with nuclear disarmament. At the Moscow congress, this communication
was not the sole about **Sr. Three others were dealing explicitely in their title with *Sr
but there was no communication including the English term fallout in the title and this
communication seems to be the only one explicitely speaking about *Sr fallout in the
abstract. In this respect, this was another contribution to a collective effort by scientists
toward preventing future contamination. These efforts were timely, both on a national
stage — since February 1960, France had joined the nuclear power club by testing its first
atom bomb- and an international stage. But they were at first ineffective since aerial tests
continued after the congress (Jahn, 1963). Fortunately, a Limited Test Ban Treaty was
signed in 1963 and Pauling was awarded a Nobel Peace prize in 1963.

Discussion

Such a large congress is so multifaceted that it is impossible in a short communication
to discuss all its features. We would like to consider here two issues. The first one is how
molecular biology, with its new theories and its claims, its techniques sometimes imported
from fields outside biochemistry, was a challenge for biochemistry. The second one is about
the very meaning of the word international in the case of this International Congress of
Biochemistry.

The challenge of molecular biology

Molecular biology could be perceived as a challenge for a more ancient and established
discipline like biochemistry. Indeed, the very first communication in volume 1 of the
proceedings is made by a physicist (based on his methods, X-ray cristallography), John
Kendrew, who was the founding editor of the Journal of Molecular Biology. We have seen
how Edsall at the 1964 congress considered molecular biologists as “fellow workers in the
same field”. At that time, Jacques Monod was advocating a unifying view of molecular
biology stating that it was not a new branch of biology but that rather (Barrére, 1965):
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<...>one must consider Molecular biology as unifying biology, as being the basic discipline, the basic
theory of biology. All the important results of molecular biology are true both for animals, plants or bacteria
<>

Monod reasoned that, as a result, at the University, the former separated topics like
zoology, plant biology, embryology, were no longer relevant if one was looking for the
basic causal explanation, which, according to him, was provided by molecular biology'’. To
tackle this molecular level, Monod thought that biochemistry should be part of the training
of young molecular biologists but should not define their professional identity. A striking
comparison could thus be made between the situation of biochemistry and zoology in the
early 1960s. In her study of the 1963 International Congress of Zoology held in Washington,
Johnson (2009, p. 428) shows that Zoology was facing the challenge of the claims of
molecular biology:

E.O. Wilson has recounted how in the 1960s the heady claims of the molecular biologists, led by
James Watson, made the atmosphere in the department of biology at Harvard so stifling that the organismal
biologists planned a mass exit.

There was also a second issue for zoology: its very size and diversity. In this respect,
zoology and biochemistry were also very similar and what Johnson (2009, p. 419) wrote
about zoology could be written for biochemistry, mutatis mutandis:

“zoology” had always encompassed a range of research styles and approaches to the study of animal
life. Zoologists not only studied a huge variety of organisms, from birds to protozoans, but they also worked
in museums, industry, medical faculties of universities, and a range of academic departments. To make
matters even more complicated, what zoologists of seemingly the same type did often varied within different
countries due to the idiosyncratic historical development of institutions, patronage networks, and links
between science, national culture and politics.

As aresult, attendances at International Congresses both in zoology and in biochemistry
were in the same range with between three and four thousands scientists expected at the 1963
congress (Johnson, 2009, p. 426). However, zoology and biochemistry had different fates.
The next International Congress of Zoology was held only in 1972 in Monaco, and was
more than ten times smaller. This was the last one until a revival in Athens in 2000. Johnson
concludes that zoology “had imploded under the weight of its many sub-disciplines and specialties”,
but the challenge of the reductionist view of molecular biology bore also a responsibility
(Johnson, 2009, p. 451). In biochemistry, congresses were held much more regularly,
albeit their attendance decreased also (Slater, 2000). They cope too in a better fashion with
molecular biology because it was a challenge from within: the key results of the early 1960s,
like the messenger RNA, the deciphering of the genetic code, the sequencing of the first

? Original quote: “<...> il faut considérer la biologic moléculaire comme établissant I’unité de
la biologie et constituant la discipline fondamentale, la théorie fondamentale de la biologie. Tous les
résultats importants de la biologie moléculaire s’appliquent aussi bien aux animaux, aux végétaux ou
aux bactéries <...>.” Translated by the author.

10 However, Monod did not include biochemistry, in this list.
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tRNA, were mainly got by biochemists. In France and in the Soviet Union, biochemists like
Monod and Engelhardt were leading scientists in establishing molecular biology.

Internationalism in science

The world “international” may reflect different conceptions of “internationality”. For
our purposes, Somsen distinguishes the “The Republic of Letters” of the early modern
period in which “Men of learning were supposed to form a cosmopolitan Republic that transcended
national rivalries and conflicts”, the “Scientific Nationalism” which after the French Revolution
combines patriotic values with scientific research, the “Olympic Internationalism” with its
international conferences much like Olympic games both as a pacification mean and as
allowing to assess the results of different countries, the rise of “Socialist Internationalism”
between the two World Wars, according to which science is by essence international
(Somsen, 2008).

One would thus expect a “socialist internationalism” tone in the opening and the
closing address of the congress. Indeed, the Chairman of the State Research Co-ordination
Committee of the Council of Ministers of the USSR, K.N. Rudnev (1963, p. 2), said that
“Large scientific gatherings in a country, or on an international scale, are as necessary for the successful
development of research as is the publication of scientific papers or exchange of opinions with one’s
colleagues”™.

But at the same time, Rudnev (1963, p. 2) emphasized that Soviet Union was “<...> the
first to solve the problems of the peaceful uses of atomic energy, creation and launching of artificial satellites
<..>”

True, several speakers (Sissakian, Rudnev, Keldysh) had emphasized the
achievement of Soviet cosmonaut Titov. Beside these statements, our data fit more
clearly an “Olympic Internationalism” pattern, because of the low number of
international communications, not to mention the lack of joint paper between the two
sides of the Iron Curtain. Promoting understanding, peace, fruitful applications of
scientific research in medicine, in agronomy, in human welfare as a whole, was for sure
stated as it was in New York in 1964. Yet research remained mostly national in terms
of authorship. Still, one important advantage of international congresses is to promote
new contacts among biochemists and in this respect, the bigger the congress, the higher
the probability of new contacts, here even through the Iron Curtain. At the height of the
Cold War, this scientific international congress was maintained and one could contrast
it with the situation in the 1930s where some international congresses in Germany and
the Soviet Union were cancelled (Doel, Hoffmann, Krementsov, 2005). One may even
add that in the case of the symposia, their programs were scheduled according to a
process which involved notably both a Soviet scientist and a foreign one in the field of
the symposium (Engelhardt, 1961, p. 1109).

Our tour of the Fifth International Congress is now completed. We have only scratch
the surface of such a large congress and one may be confident that thousands of stories
remain to be told.
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NATbIA MeXXAYHAPOAHDbIN KOHrpecc no 6MoxuMum,
MockBa, 1961 .

2Kepom IIbEPPEIB
VYuusepcuter bopno, bopno, @panims; jerome.pierrel@u-bordeaux.fr

60 net Hazan B Mockse, ¢ 10 o 16 aBrycTa nmpoxomui [TaThIil MeXIyHapOIHBIN KOHIPECcC o O1o-
xuMur. Ha TOT MOMEHT 3TO OBUTO camoe KPYITHOE MEPOTIPHUSITIE: B HEM MIPUHSUIA YIacTUE THICSTIN
YYaCTHUKOB, a COOPHUK MaTepuajoB KoHrpecca coctaBuiu 6osiee 3 500 ctpanuu. I1pu ero cpas-
HEHUMU C TIPEAbIIYIIMM U MOCJIeAYyIOIIMM KOHTpeccaMu, MpoBeaéHHbIMU B Bene B 1958 r. u B Hblo-
HMopke B 1964 T., MOKHO TIPOCIICIUT TEHACHIIMN B GUOXIMUH KaK B KAUECTBEHHOM, TaK U B KOJH-
4YeCTBeHHOM OTHoIIeHnu. bosee Toro, [Tkl KOHTpecc MpeacTaBiIsieT cO00i ITOBOPOTHBI MOMEHT
B UCTOPUU MOJIEKYJISIDHON OMOJIOTMU, TOTOMY UTO UMEHHO Ha HEM HupeHOepr o0bsiBUII O B3JIOME
reHeTn4yeckoro koma. OMHAKO OCTaJTbHBIC TE3UCHI, OE3yCIOBHO, 3aCIYKMBAIOT OOJBIIIETO0 BHUMA-
Hus1. Takue KOHTPecChl, yIUTBIBast X pa3Mep, CIIOCOOCTBYIOT TIOIOTBOPHOMY OOMEHY MEXIY YI&-
HBIMU, HO B OOJIBIIIEH CTENIEHU B yXe «OJIMMITUIICKOTO MHTepHaIIMOHaM3Max». B Havasre 1960-x rr.
MeXXIyHAapOIHbIE KOHTPECChI IO GMOXMMHU U 300JI0TUU CTOJIKHYJIUCH C TEMU Ke MpobdieMaMu (X
HEOIMHOPOIHOCTh M pa3Mep, MpobiiemMa MOJIEKYJISIPHOM OMOJIOTMM), HO TIepBbIe pellraiu ux 6ojiee
YCIIeITHO, YeM MOCIIeAYIOIINe.

Karouegvie caosa: MexxnyHapOIHBIN KOHIPECC, OMOXUMMUSI, MOJICKYJISIpHAst OMOJIOTUST, FTeHETUUECKU I
KO/I.
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WUcTopuko-6uonorudeckas cekums XLI roamuHomn KoHdepeHuuu
«YuéHbint M 3noxa» (CaHkT-lNeTepbypr)

A.A. DET0oPOBA

Cankr-IletepOyprekuit hunran MHCTUTYTa UCTOPUYM €CTECTBOZHAHMS U TEXHUKHI
um. C.U. BaBunoBa PAH, Cankr-IletepOypr, Poccust; an-f@list.ru

B xon1ue okts16ps 2020 r. B creHax MHCTUTYTa McTopuun ectecTBo3HaHuUs U TexHUuku PAH (CaHkt-
IlerepOyprckuii ¢puiinan) cocTosijiach o4yepenHasi, COPOK IiepBasi MO CU€Ty roauyHas KoHde-
peHLMsI, TTOCBAIIEHHAs B 3TOT pa3 loOwiesM AByxX Bbipatomuecs yuéHbix — H.M. Kapeesa u
C.B. KoBaneBckoii. OTHUM U3 KIIIOYEBBIX MEPONPUITUI KOH(MEPEHLIMN CTAJIO TPAAULIMOHHOE 3a-
cenaHue cexkuuu Mctopum 6uosoruu, mpolieaiiee B HEMPUBBIYHOM OYHO-AUCTAHIIMOHHOM (hop-
mate. C omopoii Ha OnmyOJMKOBaHHBIE Te3UChl KOH(MEepPEeHIIMH', B CTaThe OMMCHIBAIOTCS OCHOBHBIC
TeMaTUKU JOKJIAI0B U OOCYKACHUI Y4aCTHUKOB CEKIIMU.

Karoueenie caosa: ronnunas kondepenuust, CI16d UMET PAH, uctopus 61Mon0rum, T0KIaabl.

26—30 okTs10ps1 2020 r. Ha 6aze CI16D UM ET PAH cocrosnace XLI MexnyHaponHast
ronuyHasi KoHgepeHius Poccuiickoro HallMoHaJIbHOTO KOMUTETA 110 UCTOPUU U (DUITO-
coduu HayKu U TeXHUKU Poccuiickoit akameMuu HayK. MepomnpusTie 0bl10 IPUypouYeHO
cpa3y K JIByM 3HaMEHATeJIbHbIM JUISI OTEUECTBEHHOM MCTOPUM HayKu naTtam: 170-jaeTuio
co nHs1 poxneHusi Hukonas MBanosuya Kapeea u Codbu BacunbeBHbl KoBaneBcKoii,
B IIaMSTh O KOTOPBIX YYACTHUKAM KOH(EPEHIUM ObUIO MPEIIOXKEHO 00PaTUThCS K TEME
B3aMOBJIMSIHYSI STIOXH U YYEHOTO.

! Hayka u texnuka: Borpocsl ncropun u teopun. Martepuansl XLI MexayHapomHOi Toqud-
Holl HaydyHOU KoH(pepeHumu CaHkT-IleTepOyprckoro otmeneHusi Poccuiickoro HalmoHaIbHOTO
KOMUTETa TI0 UCTOpUU U dunocodur HAyKN 1 TeXHUKU Poccuiickoil akameMuu HayK «YUYeHbI 1
snoxa: K 170-neruto co nus poxnenns H.M. Kapeesa u C.B. Kosanesckoit» (26—30 okrsaops 2020
roma). Beirmyck XXXVI. CII6.: CII6® MMET PAH; Ckudusa-npunr, 2020. 316 c.

© dénopoBa A.A., 2021
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B cBsI3u ¢ mepuneTussiMu KOPOHABUPYCHOU MaHAEMUM OOJBIIMHCTBO MEPOIPUSI-
TUIf KOH(EPEHIMY BIIepBbIe TPOBOIMIUCH B HEMPUBBIYHOM 7151 YYaCTHUKOB CMeEIllaH-
HOM, OYHO-IUCTAaHIIMOHHOM ¢hopMaTe. He cTaso MCKIOUeHHEeM U 3acefaHue CeKIUU
WCTOPUM OUMOJIOTUHU, cOCTOsIBLIEeeCS 29 OKTIOps B KOHdepeHI-3aae uHcTutyTa. Cpenun
JMOKJIATYUKOB M TOCTEN 3aceJaHusl, Mo NOOpOi Tpaauilvu, ObUIM HE TOJBKO COTPYI-
HUKM cexTopa Mctopun aBomonnonHoi Teopuu u akogorun UMET PAH, Ho Takxke
crieuManucTbl 3oo0JioTuYeckKoro MHCTUTYTa, ApxuBa PAH u naxe 3apy0dexkHble uccie-
JIOBaTEU.

BrepBeie 3a HeckoibKo JieT paboTa cekKluu Tpoluia 6e3 yyactus Opyapna
HzpauneBrnya KomunHCKOro — €€ MHOTOJIETHETO PYKOBOIMTENS, YIIEAIIETO U3 KU3-
Hu B Havazne 2020 roma. [laxxe B oTcyTcTBUE Dayapaa M3pauneBuua 3acegaHue MpolLIo
CBOMM YepeqOM: rapaHTOM MPEEMCTBEHHOCTU TPAAULIMIA CTaJl HOBBI pyKOBOJIUTEb CEK-
1 — Asnekcannpa JIbBoBHa PrKMHAIIBWIM, — OTMETHUBILAS B CBOEM BCTYITUTEIbHOM
CJIOBE BaXKHOCTb MPOJOJIKEHUS TOAOOHOTO poJia HAyYHBIX BCTPEY B YCIOBUSIX TTEPEMEH.
[IpuBneyeHre HOBOW ayIUTOPUU U JOKJIATUMKOB OJlarogapsi IIMPOKUM BO3MOXHOCTSIM
dopmaTa AUCTAaHIIMOHHOTO OOLIEHUS, MO cioBaM AJsieKcaHApbl JIbBOBHBI, XOTS M HE 3a-
MEHSIET CIelU(PUKY JMIHOTO OOILIEHUS, CYIIIECTBEHHO CIJIa’KBaeT HETaTUBHbBIE CTOPOHBI
BBIHYKIEHHOM yIaJIEHHOU padOTHI.

3a UCKIIIOYeHHEM KPaTKOT0 HaMyTCTBEHHOIO CJI0Ba, OCHOBHOE BpeMsl pabOThI CEK-
LIMM — COCTaBMBIIEE 0€3 MaJoro yeThbipe yaca — ObUIO yAEJAEHO HAYYHBIM JOKJIaaaM.
IlepBBIit M3 HUX OBUT TIpeacTaBieH MakcumoM Bukroposmuem Bunapckmm (CITodD
MUET PAH) u nocTpoeH BOKPYT METOAOJIOTUM HAYKOMETPUIECKOTO MOIX0Aa B UCTOPUU
OTEUYEeCTBEHHOU 300cUCcTeMaTUKU. [1pemioXuB OpUrMHAIbHBIA CTATUCTUYECKUN B3TJIS
Ha npobaeMy, M.B. BuHapckuii mpocienus B CBOEM NOKJIane TUHAMUKY MaJIOYUCIEH-
HBIX KeHCOB MPUMEHEHUsI OMOMETPpUU U OMOMETPUK B mepBbie 40 JeT CyliecTBOBaHUS
3oorormyeckoro xypHaia (¢ 1916 mo 1955 r. BKIFOUMTENBHO). AHAINA3 MTyOTUKALIMI 3a
YKa3aHHbIN MEepUO. MO3BOJIU aBTOPY JIETAHTHO J0Ka3aTh IMITOTE3Y O HU3KOM YPOBHE
MOMYJISIPHOCTU KOJMYECTBEHHBIX U CTATUCTUYECKUX METOAOB B CPAaBHEHWU C IMOJABIISI-
IOIIMM OOJIBIIMHCTBOM Pa0OT, BHIMIOJIHEHHBIX B KJIACCUYECKOM JJISI TOTO BpeMEHU Kaue-
CTBEHHOI, onrcaTebHON METOI0JIOTUH.

Crenyonuii, TMCTaHIMOHHBIA qoKJIan o TeMe «HoBble cTpaHuilbl Ouorpaduit ote-
YECTBEHHBIX TeprieTooroB XX B.» ObUT MOATOTOBJIEH COTPYAHUKOM 300J0TUYECKOIO
uHctutyta Mropem BnamumupoBuuem JIOpOHMHBIM B YECTh CTOJIETHEIrO OOWJIEs TMOMA-
paznenenus reprerosoruu 3MHa. B nieHTpe ero pacckasa okasaauch paHee HEM3BECT-
Hble Ouorpaduyeckue JaHHbIE O HECKOJbKHUX OTEYECTBEHHBIX 300JI0TaX, BHECIIMX
CYILIECTBEHHBIN BKJIal B M3YYeHUE 36MHOBOIHBIX U MPECMbIKAIOIIMXCS. 3a BpeMsl O0-
knana M.B. JJopoHUHBIM ObLIM MPEACTaBICHbI: CTyIEHUYECKME TOKYMEHTHI, paHHUE (o-
torpapuu u nyoaukauuu JI.JI. Mopuua; apxuBHble MaTepuaisl o C.B. LlapeBckom u
Bb.B. IlectuHCcKOM.

[TpobaemMaTrka BoCTIOIHEHUST TPoOeIoB OMorpacu U3BECTHBIX OTEYECTBEHHBIX 30-
0JIOTOB OblJIa TTPOoAOJIKeHa B 1okJaae MapuHbl AHaTobeBHBI JlopoHnHoit (3VUH PAH),
MOCBSIIIEHHOM Kapbepe M KOJUIEKIMSIM CHCTeMaTWKa JallepTUIHbIX suepull ['eoprus
®dénoposuua Cyxoa. Kak ormeTriia MaprHa AHaTOJIbeBHA, JAHHOE UCCIeT0BaHKE ObLIO
OBl HEBO3MOXHBIM 0€3 TToMo11u nouepu ['eoprust @ExopoBrYa U cTapeiieii COTPYTHULIBI
NUWNETa — Haranbu 'eoprueBHbl CyxoBoii, ony0JIMKOBaBILlIeil Ororpaduio cBoero otia
B 7-M TOMe XypHaia «Mcropuko-0ouoaornyeckue ucciaenoBaHus». biarogapst cornocras-
JIEHUI0 OMOaMorpauyeckoro crnucka y4€HOro ¢ OTOEJbHBIMU 3TallaMUd €ro HaydHon
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ouorpacdun M.A. JIopOHMHO# yIaI0Ch HATJISIAHO TIPOCIEIUTD CYIb0Y TUTIOBOTO MaTepH-
ana, onrcaHHoro CyxoBbsIM, B My3esix [letepOypra, Kuesa u JlIonaoHa.

Heckoiabko nHOM B3MIsi Ha (UTYpPY YIEHOTO B KOHTEKCTE 3TOXM OBLT MPEIOXKeH
Cgetianoit MropesHoit 3enkesuu (bubauoreka PAH) B noknane «O coctaBe MOXoaHOM
ouobauoreku moktopa J.I'. Meccepmimuara». Ilogarasgch MCKIIOUMTEILHO Ha JTaHHBIE
onucu 150 KHUT U3 OUOJIMOTEKN HEMEIIKOTO €CTeCTBOUCIIBITATEISI, TPUBE3EHHBIX UM IS
mytemecTBus 1o Poccuu, C.M. 3eHKeBUY B TIOJIHOM Mepe oIucalia He TOJbKO HayIHbIe
nHTepechl MeccepiMuaTa (BKJIIOYaBIIME, MO OOJbIIEH YacTU, €CTECTBO3HAHUE, MEIU-
LIMHY 1 00TAaHUKY), HO TAKKe €ro JIMYHbIE PEATIOUTEHUS B JIUTepaType (B TOM YMCIIe UH-
Tepec K 00rocaoBUIO, TMHTBUCTUKE U JaXe My3ULIUPOBAHUIO).

JucranumoHHbIi noknan Muxanina bopucosuya Konamesa (CIT6d®® MMUET PAH),
MOCBSIMIEHHBIN HeU3BeCTHBIM hoTorpadusam B apxuse D.I'. 10O6pKaHCKOTO, TTO3BOJIMII
cIIyIiaTesIsiM OJIoKe TTO3HAKOMUTBCS ¢ AeTaIsIMM HAyIHOM M IMIHOI Onorpaduu yaeHo-
ro. Cpeay CHUMKOB, TIPUBJIEKIIIMX HAaWOOJIbIIIee BHUMaHUE ayTUTOPUH, CIIEAYET OTMETUTh
B TOM uncie potorpacduu paHHEro aMepukKaHCKOro repruoja, 3arneyaTieBiine 3HaMeHU -
TOTO FeHeTHKa B KPYry KoJuier u apy3eit (1920-e rr.), a Takke (DOTOCHUMKHU U3 ero dosee
TMO3THUX 3aPYOEXKHBIX MOE3I0K.

Cotpyanuku Cankr-Iletepoyprckoro ¢unmuana apxuBa PAH — BanenTtuna
BnagumuposHa Jlebenesa u Mapus BsuecnaBoBHa MaHapuk — B cBoéM nokiane «K 6uo-
rpacuu 6monora @.X. baxTeeBa» onrcany Keiic He3aBepIIEHHOI 00paboTKI (POHIA STOTO
M3BECTHOTO MCTOpUKA Ouosioruu. B cBs3u co cMepThio OECCMEHHOIo 00padoTUMKa JaH-
HOTO apXMBHOTO Matepuaia — AHTOHMHBI HukonaeBHBI AH(epTbeBOil — IEHHEWIINe
C TOYKHU 3peHUsI MCTOPUKOB HAYKM MCTOYHMKM (BKItOYasT HEOMyOJMKOBAaHHBIC CTaTbH,
nepenucky, opulMaibHble JTOKYMEHThI K Ouorpadun) Bcé elig HaXoasiTCsl BHe JOCTyma
HccienoBaTesei.

M3-3a HEOONBIIMX TEXHUYECKMX TPYTHOCTEM, CBSI3aHHBIX C ITOKA30M IIpe3eHTa-
uuu, goknan AHapest Mropesuua EpmosaeBa o6 aTamax pa3BUTUSI MUKPOOMOJIOTUM B
KazanckoMm yHuBepcuTeTe ObLT JUIIEH WJUTIOCTpaTUBHOTO Marepuaia. IlogobHas «Ha-
KJ1aaKa», OMHAKO, HE CKa3ajach Ha KayecTBe pacckasa, oxBaTusllero 6ojee yem 170 yet
WCTOPUU MUKPOOMOJIOTUIECKUX McclieoBaHuii B KazaHu: oT u3ydyeHus1 OoJie3HEe XKu-
BOTHBIX Ha Kadeape ckotonedyeHus B cepenrHe XIX cronetust 10 co3naHus OTAEIbHON
Kadeapbl MUKPOOMOJIOTMY ¥ COBPEMEHHOTO 3Tara e€ pa3BUTHsI.

Hctopus msydyeHust u oxpanbl npuponbl Konbckoro CeBepa B KOHTEKCTE JTUIHOMN
WCTOPUU OTHOM ceMbU OblIa packpbiTa B mokiane Pummbl ['epmanHoBHBI [TapHOBOI —
coTpynHuka MHCTUTYTa 9BOMIOLIMOHHON hrzronaoruu u ouoxumuu um. M1.M. CedeHoBa.
T'eposimu e€ pacckasa ctanu I'epman u EBrenuit Kpericol, BHECIIME OrpOMHBIN BKJIad B
co3naHve M (QYHKIIMOHMPOBAHUE MPUPOMOOXpaHHBIX 30H Konbckoro momayocTpoBa, a
Tak>Ke CTaBILIME CTOJMaMU OMOJIOTUYECKUX UCCIenoBaHuii pycckoro Cesepa.

JlokJan pyKoBOIUTENSI CeKLMU, AjeKcaHapbl JIbBOBHBI PYKMHAIIBUIIN, TTOCTYXKWIT
MPUMEPOM COBMENICHUSI METONOJIOTMU OMOIMOMETPUYECKOro aHaau3a C METOAUKOU
AKCMEPTHOTO OIpoca MpodecCuoHaTbHBIX OMOJI0TOB. B CBOEM UccaenoBaHUM SKOJIOTUN
BTOPOIi TIOJIOBUHBI XX B. Ha MaTepuajiax COBETCKO-POCCUICKIX 3KOJOTMUECKUX ITyOIIH-
Kauuit A.JI. P>kuHalIBuIM Npuiia K BEIBOAY, YTO B mtociaeaHue S50 JeT 00beKTOM oTe-
YECTBEHHOM 9KOJIOTUHN BBICTYIAIOT CKOpee KOHKPETHBIE BUIbI, a HE HAaJOPTraHU3MEeHHBIE
cructeMbl. CXOIHBIE BBIBOBI OBLTM MPEACTABIEHB aBTOPOM TaKKe 10 Pe3ysIbTaTaM OIpo-
ca POCCHUIICKMX OMOJIOTOB, MHOTHE M3 KOTOPBIX MPUIEPXKUBAIOTCS BUIOIIEHTPUCTCKUX
B3IJISIIOB.
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Temaruka coBMmelleHUsT OUOAMOTpacUUYECKOro MeToJa U M3YYEHMsST COlUalb-
HOIl MCTOpUM HayKu ObLia mpopojikeHa B Jnokjane cotpyaHuka MMET PAH AxHBI
AnekcanapoBHbl DénopoBoii. Ha mpuMepe cHTyaliy COBPEeMEHHOTO TIepecMOTpa 3a-
ciyr pusunosora u ruHekosora JIxxefimca Mapuona CuMca B coOOLLIEHU U OblJ1a pacKpbiTa
npoodJjiemMa repecMoTpa UCTOPUU HAYK O KM3HU B KJIIOYE COBPEMEHHON HeoJuoepaabHOI
WUJICOJIOTUU ABUKEHUS B 3alIUTY MMPaB PACOBBIX MEHBIIMHCTB.

HakoHeln, 3aBeplialolIMM IITPUXOM 3aceJaHUsl TTOCTYXXWJI COBMECTHBIN TOKJIaL
Cepres Bukroposuua IllamumoBa (CI16® MMET PAH) u dpaHity3ckoro uctopmuka Hay-
ku Kepoma Ilbepenns (yHuepcuret r. bopao) o coBeTcKo-(hpaHIy3cKUX HayYHBIX CBSI-
351X B 60—80-¢ 1. XX cTosetnst. C onopoii Ha METO.I YCTHOM MCTOPUY B HOKJIaze ObLIH JIe-
TaJIbHO PACKPBIThI KITIOYEBbIE TPYAHOCTH, CBSI3aHHbIE C IBYCTOPOHHUM COTPYAHNYECTBOM
CTpaH B yKa3aHHBIN MEPUOJI, a TAKXKe OMUCAHbI OCHOBHBIE TTO3UTUBHBIE pe3yJIbTaThl Ha-
YUYHOM AUTIIOMATUH.

ITo Tpaguuuu 3aBeplieHUe 3acelaHUs] CEKLMM O3HAMEHOBAJIOCh 3aKJIIOUUTETbHBIM
CJIOBOM pYKOBOAMTENS, B paMKax KoTtoporo A.JI. PrxkuHaluBuau mnoodjaarogapuia y4yacTt-
HUKOB U ellI€ pa3 BbIpa3uja Hafexkay Ha CKOpoe BO3BpallleHUe MPUBBIYHBIX (DOpPMATOB
Hay4yHOI pabOThl 1 KOMMYHMKALIMU.

Bcero B mporpammy cexkuuu Bouuiu 11 gokianoB u3 12 3asiBI€HHBIX B TIpeaBapUTEb-
HOI TIporpaMme, 4To, HECOMHEHHO, SIBJISIETCS IToKa3aTesieM BLICOKOTO MHTepeca criela-
JIMCTOB K Mpo06JIeMaM UCTOPUKO-OMOJOTUUECKUX UCCIIEI0BAHUIA.

History of biology section of the XLI Annual Conference
“The Scientist and the Epoch” (St. Petersburg)

ANNA A. FEDOROVA

S.1. Vavilov Institute for the History of Science and Technology, St. Petersburg Branch,
Russian Academy of Sciences, Saint-Petersburg, Russia; an-f@list.ru

At the end of October 2020, the St. Petersburg Branch of S.I. Vavilov Institute for the History of
Science and Technology of the Russian Academy of Sciences hosted a regular forty-first annual
conference, dedicated this time to the anniversaries of two outstanding scientists: N.I. Kareev and
S.V. Kovalevskaya. One of the main events throughout the conference was the traditional meeting of
the History of Biology section, which combined face-to-face and online formats due to pandemic.
Based on the published abstracts of the conference, the article describes the main topics of the reports
and discussions of the section participants.

Keywords: annual conference, S.I. Vavilov Institute for the History of Science and Technology,
history of biology, scientific reports.



YuTtante B 61MKANLLIMX HOMEPAX XKYpPHana

A.b. Paozion, M.B. Xapmanosuu. AHaToMmnueckue kosutekuun KyHcrkamepsl Mmrie-
paTtopckoil AkageMuu Hayk B My3ee aHTponojioruu u aTHorpacduu uM. Iletpa Benukoro
(Kyncrkamepa) PAH B XX—XXI BB.

T.A. Kypcanosa. Mexny ouoxumueit, Gu3nkoit u moduTukoin. OcCo0eHHOCTU MOJIEKY-
nsgpHoit onosoruu B CCCP (30-e — 60-¢ rT.).

M.B. Kosanés. Pycckuil SMUTpaHT M COBETU3ALIMS YE€XOCIOBAIIKON HayKM: ciydait
npodeccopa b.C. Kocromapona.

H.B. Crenkosa. Akanemuk Anekcanap ®émoposuy Amumos (1933—2019) — yu€Hblii
M XYJIOXHUK: MaTepuajibl K ouorpadumn.

XKypHan «McTopuko-6uonornyeckue uccieaoBaHUsI» BXOAUT B MepedyeHb pelieH3M-
pyeMbix HaydHbIX u3ganuit BAK no cneuuanbHoctsm: 07.00.10 — Mctopust HAyKu U TeX-
HUKu (6uonorunyeckue Hayku), 07.00.10 — McTopust HAQyKu ¥ TeXHUKU (MCTOPUUECKUE
HayKu).

Hamnpasnsiembie B XXypHaJl pyKOITMCHU CTaTell clieayeT ohOpMIISITh B COOTBETCTBUU C
npaBUaMU, pa3MellIEHHBIMU Ha caliTe XXypHaiia B pasaene «ABropam» (http://shb.nw.ru/
ru/authors/manuscript/).

IMonmucHoit wHmekc XypHama 70681. Ilommmcka ocyliecTBIsSeTCS  Ha CaiiTe
«OobeauHeHHoro karanora «IIpecca Poccum» www.pressa-rf.ru, a Takxke yepe3 UHTEp-
HeT-MmarasuH «IIpecca mmo roanucke» www.akc.ru. Penkosierusi CoBeTyeT BaM CBOEBpe-
MEHHO 0(DOPMJISITh MOAIMCKY Ha XypHas «MICTOpUKO-010JIOrnYecKe UCCIeI0BaHMUST».



