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ABSTRACT

The Royal Agricultural Society was founded in 1838 by a group of landowners,
agricultural journalists, and 'enthusiasts'! who were much impressed with the
potential of 'science' for raising the productivity of English agriculture.
Although the economic foundations of their programme were uncertain, the adoption
of improved agricultural technique was seen by the.Society'é founders as
essential to maintain rural prosperity and to fulfil the agriculturist's
obligation to provide the food requirements of an expanding industrial population.
The Society was associated with most of the agricultural innovations, and
problems, of Victorian ‘'high-farming',

The study reviews the development of agricultural information sources such
as farming literature and national and local societies up to 1838 and the
circumstances which led to the formation of the 'Royal' are outlined. Its
membership, links with the agricultural community, and relation to other
agricultural information sources and organisations are surveyed. Chapters are

devoted to the major areas of the Society's activities -~ the publication of a

\
N

Journal, the annual country-meetings, and consultancy and education. A number
of controversies and problems such as the question of the Journal editorship,
the 'prize-system!, fertiliser adulteration, and cattle disease policy are
examined, Attention is focussed upon the wider impact and significance of the
Society's work and on some of the agricultural personalities of the period. A
short c&ncluding chapter suggests that although the advanced methods promoted
by the Society did lead to some worthwhile productivity increments the
optimism of the 1840s over what 'science' could do for agriculture was not
Justified and some of the new techniques, such as deep drainage, were ser;ously
flawede Between 1838 and 1880 the agricultufist had to face a number of

. problems, such as animal disease and the labour difficulty, and the conclusion
suggests that J.C. Morton's assessment of early and mid-Victorian agricultural
experience (of which the Royal was an integral part) as a period of 'rough education®

for the farmer may be a more apposite description than of a *golden age'.
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CHAPIER I : AGRICULTURAL PROGRESS AND THE QUEST FOR INFORMATION

The Context of the Study

The Royal Agricultural Society of England was founded in 1838 T with
the aim (as embodied in its motto ;Practice with Science') of encouraging
the application of science to agriculture, the stimulation of agricultural
progress and dcvelopment, and the generation and diffusion of agricultural
information, especially in its scientific and technical aspectse Its formation
was the outcome of the efforts of a small group who attached at least as much
importance to the development and ‘intensification! of English agriculture
as they did to legislative means to achieve rural prosperity; Leading
members of the group were William Shaw, first editor of the Mark lLane

Express and Agricultural Journal, the most influential of the nineteenth

century agricultural newspapers, the third Earl Spencer, Whig politician
and agricultural"enthusiast', and Henry Handley, Member of Parliament for
Lincolnshire. The 'Royal! was not the first national institution in England
to take an interest in agricultural improvement but the antecedent institutions
were either specialised, such as the Smithfield Club, had agriculture as only
part of their programme, such as the Society of Arts, or were short-iived, such
as the 7o0ld' Board of Agriculture (1793-1822), The activities of these earlier
institutions, and local agricultural associations, are reviewed in the sections
whicﬂ follow within the context of the development of ‘'institutional' means
to aid the spread of §gricu1tural information.

A question which immediately arises is why 1838 was deemed a propitious time

for the launch of a national agricultural institutién. The answer given

1 Ls the 'English Agricultural Society'; it took the 'Royal! prefix in 1840

when it received its Charter and Queen Victoria became its patron.



by Professor J.A. Scott Watson in his céntenary survey of the Society's work
vas that England was too large a unit to be embraced in a single agricu;tural
association before this tine. 1 This is not a very convincing explanation -
because the difficulty of internal communication, by no means overcome in 1838,
was not the reason for the failure of the ‘'old* Board sixteen years previously,
and the founders of the Royal took’some inspiration from the model of the well-
established Central Paris Society and ofher continental agriculiural societies
as well as the Highland and Agricultural Society of Scotland, founded in 178k,
The rapid extension of the railway system in the 18405 facilitated the holding
of a national agricultural show each year by the Rcyal in a different pro-
vincial locality each year instead of in the metropolis, but the reasons for the
foundation of the Society may be better understood in the following terms.

In the late eighteenth century there had been considerable enthusiasny
for agricultural 'improvement' of all kinds, but more particularly enclosure,
new crops, better rotations, and improved stock. Information on these
advances vere spread, albeit inefficiently, by the agency of irdividuals,
local societies, and an increased oulput of agricultural literature; the
'0ld' Board of Agriculture unsuccessfully attenmpted to give direction to this
enthusiasme. There was not a geat deal of attention given at this time
to the scientific basis of agriculture althoush there was considerable
interest in agricultural experimentation 2 and explorations in agricultural
chenistry by a limiteé number of writers such as Earl Dundonald, William

Grisenthwaite, and, most notably, Humphrey Davy. This enthusiasm for

1 The Hisiory of the Royal Agricultural Society of England 1839-1939, 1939-
pell,

2 See G.E. Fussell, 'Agricultural Science and Experiment in the Eighteenth
Century: an Attempt at a Definition', A.H.R., 24, 1976, pp.4i-7,
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agricultural improvement noticeably diminished with the fall in agricultural
prices on the cessation of the Napoleonic Vars and to an extent it was

replaced by clamours for legislative support for agriculture in a high level

of protection. After 1819, currency reform was added to the programme of

some sections of the 'agricultural interest' and repeal of the Malt Tax held
perennial appeal. In the eafly 1820s it may be, as Mitchison has suggested

in accounting for the demise of the 'old' Board, that there was little demand or
support for an essentially 'non-political' society devoted to the cause of
agricultural improvement.

During the 1820s and 1830s English agriculture was by no means uniformly
depressed but there were recurrent outbreaks of agricultural 'distress' into
vhich there were repeated inconclusive parliamentary inquiries. It was a
relatively barren period for the development of agricultural science in
England:2 much more was being done on the continent by pioneers such as
Von ThHer, Schubler, Berzel ius, Sprengel, and de Candolle..Although their
writings probably did not have a very wide circulation in England it seenms
that they were read by a small group of agricultural enthusiasts - William

Shaw, with his close associate Cuthbert Johnson, translated Th¥er's work as

Principles of Agriculture in 184k,

If agricultural science per se made rather little progress during the
early part of the nineteenth century there were, nevertheless, by 1838 a number
of accumlated agricultural questions of a technical and scientific nature
which the more far-seeing members of the agricultural community thought ripe fox

answers A good exauple was the action of fertilising agenlsj the use of bpnes as

1 Rosalind Mitchison, 'The 0ld Board of Agriculture 1793-1822', English

Historical Review, IXXIV, 1959, pe55.
2-Notcd by E.J. Tussell, A Ilistory of Agricultursl Science in England, 1966,

P«77; G.E. Fussell, Cron MNu’rition: Science and Practice before ILiebig, 1971,

pe135.



fertiliser had increased sipce the early 1820s, but they had been found to be
far from uniform in their efficacy, and the reason why this was so led to
consideration of the whole question of the food of plants and indicated a clear
convergence of interest between 'science' -~ in this example, the theoretical wn-
derstanding of plant nutrition -~ and 'practice' -~ the best means of fertllising
the land. The inconclusive Select Committee on Agricultural Distress in 1836
drew attention to the divergence in productivity between the heavy clay lands-
(historically the best wheat-producers) and the lighter soils which had most
benefit ‘ed from the eighteenth century advances in agricultural practice. It
also brought publicity to Smith of Deanston's 'thorough® draining as a

remedy of great potential to narrow this widening productivity differential, The
same year also witnessed experiments in steam ploughing which attracted the
attention, among’others, of Henry Handley.

Thus at the time of the foundation of the Society there was a conviction
in the minds of men such as Shaw and Spencer that there was a great deal of
potential for raising the productivity of English agriculture which weuld
only be realised by the application of 'capital' and 'science' although the
precise‘terms in vhich this was s0 and vhat was understood as 'science'! was not
always very clearly specified. At apresentation of plate to William Shaw in
1843 in recognition of his services to the agricultural community, the Chairman
(Francis Pym) maintained that agriculture should now be considered as a science
and draw upon the knowledge which had 'raised commerce and industry to such a
height as almost to throw agriculture into the shade'. 1 Chenistry was séen

as having particular relevance to the practice of agriculture. 2 A quest for

1 trestimonial to Uilliam Shaw Esqe', F.M.(2), VII, 1843, p.5h.
2 iThe Application of Science to Agriculture', Ibides Dpeil-2.



knowledge was in conformity with the spirif of the times. Spencer talked of
agriculture as being in its 'infancy! 1 while Grey of Dilston looked to that
'grend digideratum.s. of basing the practice of agricultﬁre upon scilentific
principlese.ss' which had made little progress. 2 The immediate background of
the formation of the English Agricultural Society was the failure of the
Central Agricultural Society in December,18325. This, though nomiually
concerned with 'improvement' had been much more interested in ‘political' matters,
especially the currency question. The founders of the English Agricultural
Society were convinced that an institution dedicated to the technical and
scientific aspects of farming would only prosper if 'politics' were rigorously
excluded and the policy was rigorously adopted from the outset. This
contributed to the success of the Society in the 1840s, especially when the
debate over the Corn Laws was at its height, but later led to diffculties when
the range of agricultural questions which were in some sense 'political’ but
not 'party-political', such as agricultural statistics and cattle disease
policy, increasede These matters became as much part of 'agricultural progress’
as fertilisers or drainage, but upon which the Society failed to give a
lead because of the restrictions contained in its Charter.

It cannot be said that the Society's founders had anything like a
coherent programme mapped out, neither could one be reasonably expected.
In 1838 'science' had contributed little to agricultural practice and the
means by vhich agriculture could be raised from its "infancy! were far

from clear. The economic basis of the 'intensification' envisaged by the

1 At the Smithfield Club dimner December 1837, reported in F.M., VIII, 1838,

pp.i7-8. '
John Grey, 'A View of the Past and Present State of Agriculture in
Northumberland', Journal, II, 1841, p.l55. The views of the promoters

2

of the Society are considered in more detail in the later section which

deals with the Society's formatiocn.



founders was obscure. William Shaw publighed many articles in the Mark

Iane Express vhih suggested ways in whch agricultural‘output could be

raised yet he held 'over abundant supply! to be at the basis of the
agricultural depression between 1833 and 1835, At the same time he considered
that it was 'absurd' to expect legislation to keep up agricultural prices which
he thought would only give extra advantage to the light soils at the expense

of the heavy land, the 'chief supplier of wheat before the new system of
ﬁusbandry was brought in',

The factor of increasing population was perceived as an important
underpinning of the proposed programme of agricultural development, which
Cuthbert Johnson saw as essential to counter the Malthusian prediction of
population outstripping food supply 2 while a few years later Chandos
Wren Hoskyns, one of the most talented of Victorian agricultural writers
and who played a prominent part in the proceedings of the Society for some

thirty years,wrote in the Agricultural Gazette of the thousand-a~day increase

in population which necessitated 'an indefinitely increasing supply of food
to a constantly increasing demand'. 3 As the increase in food production
seems to have just kept pace with population growth up to this time, although
supplies were often subject to interruption and short-run setbacks due

to such factors as adverse weather and distribution problens, b it is
difficult to maintain that demand was a factor that encouraged the programme
of agricultural intenéification urged by the founders of the Society. '

Thus contemporeries appear to have perceived population growth as an 'independent

1 '‘Committee of House of Commons on the State of Agriculture - Mr., Shaw ILe .
Fevre's Report', F.M., V, 183b, p.235.
2 F.M., VIII, 1838, p.163.

3 A.G., 3 January 1846.
Jd.D. Chambers and G.E. Mingay, The Agricultural Revolution 1750-1880, 1966,

pel27. Fer a broad view of the post~medieval increase in wheat yield see
Ge Stanhill, 'Trends and Peviations in the Yield of the English Wheat Crop
during the last 75C Yeara', 4gro-Fcosystems, 3, 1976, pp.l-10.




variable! and that the sgriculturist had a duty to prepare in advance for
the expected demand that an increased population would generate. This
touches upon the highly controversial debate as to whether population growth is
a cause or consequence of agricultural change. In what has become known
as the 'Boserup thesis! it is held that population growth is the prime
cause of sgricultural intensification which is seen as initially independent
of the food supplye. 1 While there is no uniformity of opinion as to the
rélations between agricultural change and population growth in the British
Isles (and the Western World generally) it has been maintained that 'it
is no longer obvious that the acceleration of population increase in the
eighteenth and hineteenth centuries was simply a function of the changes
brought about by the industrial and agricultural revolutions' 2; tke
perception of the supporters of the Royal Agricultural Scciety in the late
1830s might be summarised as that agriculture had kept pace with demand
up to that period (hence low prices at times) but that povulation was
increasing and it was up to the agriculturist to respond to the challenga.

It was also maintained by some that it was possible for the agriculturist
to create a demand by lowering the price of agricultural commodities.
This would increase consumption, allow the farmer to sell more and so
ensure his prosperitye. This argument was most clearly stated by Hoskyns. His

message to the readers of the Agricultural Gazette, for which he frequently

. wrote leaders, was that it was mot the price of agricultural commodities

that was all important in determining farming profitability. Rather, it was

1 ter Boserup, The Conditions of Aericultural Growth, 1965. For a

recent discussion, see David Grigg, 'Ester Boserup's Theory of Agrarian ‘

Change: a Critical Review', Progress in Human Geogravhy, IIT, 1979, pp.64-84i.

e D.B. Grigg, 'Population Pressure and Agricultural Change', in C. Board

et al., ed., Proiress in Geography, 8, 1976, p.138.




yield from a given space which was crucial. Increased yield could lead

to a decreased price but thereby also an increased demand that would more than
compensate the farmer., The ill-fed would then consume more, while the well-
fed would demand better quality and thus provide the basis for profitable
enterprises such as beef anl bacon production. Although Hoskyns was in

advance of opinion generally, his inclination to contrast the prosperity of
menufacturers (agricultural writers of the time were characteristically
oblivious to the recurrent periods of industrial depression) with the

relative poverty of many agriculturists found a wider response. Hoskyns attributed
the success of manufacturing to the application of capital, invention, and
lowering of price by scale economies and queried ﬁhy a 'truth positive to the

loom be negative to the plough'; a correspondent to the Mark Lane Ex?ress

a decade before Hoskyns was writing had maintained that 'in the midst of

this activity of the manufacturing and commercial world, the agricultural stands

in stupid apathy’. 1

The extent to which agricultural protection was viewed as a necessity
for a programme of agricultural intensification or, alternatively, 'high-
farminé} was the 'best substitute' was an area where opinion was anything
but unanimouse. In the 18305, as we ‘have seen, Shaw was not inclined to
put too much stress on legislative means in order to maintain farming
prosperity, although.protection was seen as necessary to compensate for the
burdens of tithes and the poor-rate. With the foundation of the Anti-Corn

Law League late in 1838 2 pis view seems to have hardened and in the 1840s he

1 A4.G., 7 February, 25 July 1846, 30 June 1849; M.L.E., L January 1836. .
2 Norman McCord, The Anti-Corn Law League 1838-1846, 1958.




gave support to mecvements which argued the case for continued protection,
although with some qualificationj it was necessary, he thought,'to retain the
protection required by the British farmer as regards any disadvantages under
which he may labour as compared with the foreign grower'! but protection could
not be justified without a programme of agricultural improvement to produce 'the
greatest possible quantity at the cheapest rate'. . Although Shaw considered
that.the tenant farmers were let down by the landlords over the issue, and
maintained that they had not been sufficiently energetic in stating their

case, 2 the principle of protection was not maintained in a narrow

unquestioning way: Shaw was quite prepared to publish in 1843 a long article
vhich maintained that protection had acted against the interests of farmers

and soon after the passing of the legislation of 1846 posed the“auestion 'Is

it not possible that we may have been mistaken in our views?' (in upholding

the principle of agricultural.protection). 4 When Caird's famous pamphlet

was published three years later, > however, Shaw maintained that the argument
that thigh farming' was the 'best substitute' was not 'proved to our satisfaction'®

a view in contrast to that of Morton in the Agricultural Gazette who warmly

7

endorsed Caird's arguments.
Shaw's views on protection, especially in relation to agricultural
improvement, are instructive, given that the Royal was in a large part his

own creation and the journal that he edited was the most important agricultural

M.L.E., 19, 26, February 1844,

Ibid., 9 February 1846,

'The Corn Laws', F.M.(2),VII, 1843, pp.177-82.

M.L.E., 1 June 1846.

5 James Caird, High Farming under Liberal Covenants the Best Substitute -
for Protection, 1849,

6 M.L.E., 28 May 1849.

7 A.G., 5 May 1849.

=W R
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publication of the time. In his position as the editor of a paper which
professed to support the tenant farmer's interest he could hardly declare

in favour of free~trade. As it was, he had to deny that the ggpr;ss was an
advocate of free-trade opinion, 1 and when Hoskyns put forward his argument in
the Gazette that it was yield per unit area that was a more imqutant consider-
ation than price there were complaints that such a view was 'diametrically
opposed to the feelings and opiniohs of a great bulk of readers’, 2 although

he had to admit that it was an 'affecﬁi‘i..ﬂon'3 to ignore, as he and Morton were
inclined to do, the debate which aroused such heights of feeling in the rural
community. In varying degrees these leaders of agricultural opinion probably
perceived the long-term inevitability of the abandonment of protection, and

there was a clear link with the interest in more intensive farming. Shaw declared
that if the tenant-farmer was to be forced into competition, he must have all

the advantages vhich could be afforded himh and Hoskyns thought that given
improved methods, the English farmer 'could challenge the world to a ploughing
match and beat them oan their own ground'.5 That the majority of the agricultural
community were unconvinced by such sentiments is readily understandable for there
was little tangible evidence that 'science! could compensate for a lack of
protection. The possibility of higher yields also brought with them higher costs -
for external inputs such as guano and also drainage work - and probably higher
rents, while some of the protagonists of scientific farming looked for an increase
in labour inputs into’ English agriculture. Shaw maintained that it vas essentizl

<
for agriculture to be seen as a source of employment, not merely as a supplier of focd

1 M.1.E., 20 April 1846.
«Gey 3 January, 7, 14 February 1846.
3 Ibid., 7 February 1846,
M.L.E., 9 March 1846.
> A.G., 7 February 1846,
M.L.E., 27 May 1844,

n
.

l
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while the interest in agricultural improvement by such supporters of the Royal
as Philip Pusey was given rationale by the programme of rural renovation that
vas implied by agricultural developments. This would increase rural employment
and alleviate distress and poverty.

These range of views indicate the economically uncertain foundations of
the programme of agricultural intensification envisaged by the founders of
the Society. An increase in output might necessitate the maintenance of
protection to uphold a profitable price for the home market for agricultural
products, but many of the promoters of the new Society had no great desire to
see that principle maintained. If the principle of protection were to be
abandoned, either through political pragmatism or economic necessity, then the
programme envisaged by the protagonists would still be relevant, but here it
would be so more through the adoption of cost-reducing methods and greater
efficiency. However, it was not specified how the new methods would be cost-
reducing especially as there was, in the wake of the rural incendiarism of the
1630s, often a disinclination to develo? potentially labour-saving wachinery, and
Shaw and Pusey saw the maintenance of rural employment as part of the wider socisl
objectives of the new Society. In the light of these sometimes contradictory
economic underpinnings, and the fact that itwas as yet little more than the
vague promise of agricultural benefits from 'science' for the future, the launch
of the new Society was a great act of faith in the idea of 'progress' and the
fact that it could attract over two thousand paid-up members in less than two

Years is a considerable tribute to the enthusiasm that its leaders were zbie to

1 R.W. Linker, 'Philip Pusey, BEsq., Country Gentleman 1809-55', unpub. Ph.D.
thesis, Johns Hopkins University, 1962, pp.459-62, 515.
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generate and the propaganda machinery at their disposal.

Among these leaders were many who, as Kitson Clark remarked, took a wider
view of agriculture and its place in the national economy than that which was
presented from the 'parlouf of their country-home'. 1 As the Royal Agricultural
Society was strictly non-political from the outset it therefore took no
'position' with regard to the arguments over the Corn Laws; but those who
suspected that many of its leading figures had no great commitment to the
principles of protection were often not incorrect in their view. These
suspicions were given strengthened force vhen Spencer made a speech at
Northampton late in 1843 where he declared his position against the Corn laws, 2
and thus openly joined another founder-member of the Society whose views were
already known - Earl Fitzwilliam, who had written a number of pamphlets attacking
the Corn laws during the 1830s. 3

These two Whig land owners and politicians were by no means alone in their
views; Peel was also at the founding meeting of the Society in 1838, and over
thirty years later Edward Bouverie Pusey (the Oxford Tractarian) recalled
how his brother (Philip) saw 'long before others' that the Corn Laws must be
repealed and that the call of 'cheap bread' could not and ought not to be
resisted. 4 Pusey did not declare his position openly, but R.W. Linker has
shovn us the baitle that he had to fight in the early 1840s between his
conviction (that in the longer term the Corn Laws could not be justified)
and his conscience -~ the obligation to represent the views of his rural

constituency in Berkshire. Pusey felt justified in voting against Repeal once,

1 G. Kitson Clark, 'The Repeal of the Corn laws and the Politics of the Fortiest?,
E.H.R.(2), IV, 1951, p.9.
M.L.E., 1 December 1343, 15.January 184k,
3 Barl Fitzwilliam, First, Second and Third Addresses to the Landovmners of
England on the Corn Iavs, 1839. See also David Spring, 'Barl Fitzwilliam
and the Corn laws', American Historical Review, LIX, 1954, pp.237-30L4.
h'éég,, Literary Supplement, 21 April, 1879, p.l7.

2




but absented himself on the final division after numerous heart-searching letters
t& Peel, Acland, Portman and others. 1

Another early leading member of the Royal who declared himself for free
trade was Earl Ducie of Whitworth, Gloucestershire, who created something
of a sensation when he appeared on the platform of the Anti-Corn Law League
and declared that, under free trade in wheat, not one acre of the Cotsrolds would be
thrown out of cultivatione. 2 Ducie's views were éondemned by, among others, H.S.

3

Thompson, © who was shortly to play an important role in the affairs of the
Society, but Ducie is particularly interesting because of his association with

the young John Chalmers Morton, editor of the Agricultural Gazette between -

1844 and 1888, the outstanding agricultural commentator of the nineteenth
century who figures very prominently in this thesis; Morton's father John
(1780-1863) was for forty years Ducie's agent and superintended his Whitfield
example farm. With Joshua Trimmer, the agricultural geologist, he wrote in
184khk a pamphlet advocating Repeal from an agricultural point of view on the
grounds that the farmer himself would come to be one of the largest consumers
of grain and that his business would be thus helped rather than hindered by a
cheapening of that commodity.u J.C. Morton acknowledged the kindness and
encouragement that he had received from Ducie and complained that as an
agriculturist the Earl never got the full recognition that he deserved. 2

It is therefore not difficult to identify the influence on Morton's thought;

like Shaw he could hardly declare his free~trade position in a newspaper for

! Thesis, pp.500-37.

2 M.L.E., 3 June, 22 July 18kk.

3 Tbid., 7 October 184k,

4 John Morton and Joshua Trimmer, An Attempt to Estimate the Effects of
Protecting Duties on the Profits of Agriculture, 1844. For memoirs of Jchn
Morton see Journal of the Society of Arts, XII, 1863, P«616 (obituary notice),
and A.G., 4 October 1873,

2 A.G., 4 June, 31 December 1853.
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agriculturists, but the Corn Law debate waz almost ignored in the pages of the
Gazette Morton claiming that he was not interested in what he considered
to be essentially an argument between landlords and manufacturers. 1 Instead,
he left it to his close friend Chandos Wren Hoskyns to write the sort of
leaders that have already been referred to, and which aroused the hostility,
at the time, of many of the readers of the Gazette.2 Morton later recalled
Hoskyns as having been instrumental in bringing about the gradual growth of
free trade opinion among agricultufists. 3

There were many more agriculturists vho were connected with the Society
in ite early years, were interested in 'scientific' or 'experimental! farming
and who were in favour of free-trade. ZEdward Holland of Dumbleton - another -
close associate of Morton's -~ Hewitt Davis, vho wrote a number of letters to The
Times in the 1830s claiming that agriculturists would not suffer under a free
trade fegime, and Thomas Dyke Acland are other prominent figures that readily come
to mind in this context. & This is not to claim that by any means all of
the leading founding members of the Society entertainea such views: E.S. Cayley,
M.P., Sir William Miles, M.P., the Duke of Richmond and Robert Baker (of
Writtle) were also associated with the Royal, were interested in advanced
and experimental farming, but led the opposition to the Anti-Corn Lew League in
1844, 2 Still more were initially cormitted supporters of protection but, like
Sir James Graham, changed their minds and supported Peel in 1846, believing
(in Graham's words in the third Repeal debate) that the measure would save

the nation from ‘anarchy, misery and ruin'.

1 Ibid., 14 February 1846,
As did John Morton's pamphlet: seé, for example, W. Hainworth, Free Trade
Fallacies Refuted, 1846, .
3 A.G., 7 January 1871

For Morton's memoirs of these individuals (which stress their early free-trade
leanings) see A.G., 10 December 1870, 4 February 1871, 8 June 1872.

5 On this, see Ceorge L. Mosséj'The Anti-League and the Corn law Crisis of
1846t, Historical Journal, III, 1960, pp.162-83; Travis L. Crosby, English
Farmers and the Politics of Protection, 1977, pp. 131-5.




It was thus a gross exaggeration for Karl Stanhope to declare in 1843 that
the Royal Agricultural Society represented the 'final and fatal triumph of free
trade!', 1 but there was some association between the founding of the Society
and the ggowth of free-trade opinion among agriculturists. At first sight the
position of William Shaw might seem to contradict this because of the
editorial endorsement that he gave to local protection societiest end the Anti-

League between 1844 and 1846; Mosse has drawn attention to the 'full support'

that the Shaw-edited Farmer's Mapazine gave to protectionists at this time.

However, the qualified nature of Shaw's support for protection has already been

noted and as Shaw aspired to something like leadership of the agricultural .

community to give anything else than encouragement for brotection associations

would undermine his credibility, as Fisher has recently pointed out in a review

of Shaw's efforts for a better system of Tenant Right. 3 The opinions of Fitzwillis-

Ducie, Spencer, Pusey and the other leading figures that have been reviewed were

certainly not representative of agricultural opinion generally. Shaw did not

view the Corn lLaws as being particularly efficacious, but believed that
\agriculturists were entitled to some compensation.for the various burdens that

they had to bear, especially as he considered that agriculture was in an

early state of development,

Shaw eschewed the more polemical aspects of the debate and his underlyirg
tolerance of free-trade opinion is well demonstrated in his reaction to Earl

Spencer's 1843 speech. He commented in the Mork Iane Express to the effect

1 Linker, thesis, p.508.
2 'Anti-League'y pe.35. Most of the articles and reports first appeared in the

Mark Lane Express. . )
> John Fisher, Tenurial Deficiencies in the Fnglish Land System: The Mid-
Nineteenth Century Debate, Unive of Newcastle N.S.Y., Australia., Depzrtment

of Economics Research Report or Occasional Paper No. 58, 1980, p.l3.
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that the speech was 'ill-advised' and 'not stamped with his lordship's usual

discretion', in marked contrast to the view tuaken in the staunchly protectionist

Farmers! Journal which roundly condemned the ‘*anti-agricultural peer' and

his 'cottoncratic allies’. 1 The latter paper may not have been so far off the
mark in its claim that not a score of ordinary members of the Royal agreed

vith Spencer on free trade, but Shaw refused to give space to letters on Spencer
and the Corn Laws 2 and took satisf;ction in the fact that less thaun one percent
of the Society's membership (sixty-one out of some seven thousand) felt compelled
to resign over the matter. > It is thus incorrect to claim that 'it was not
until Spencer's forceful speech... that the farming community realised their
leader was a Judas' ° for, as Shaw stressed, it was essentially the 'repetition
of opinions that we all knew or ought to have'known'. > To Shaw the Corn . Laws
vere not the semi-mystical sywbols for the rural community which united lsbourers,
farmers, and landowners in an affirmation of the ascendancy of land, but a
necessary (though not very efficacious) expedient vhich could be disposed of
given better farming methods and certain concessions to agriculturists, conditions
which had not been fulfilled by 1846, Among the leaders of the Socisty, the Corn
Laws were probably viewed in more symbolic terms by Tigures such as liles and
Richmond; very many more of the ordinary members were simply convinced that

they would not survive in the competitive environment which they thought
would result from Repeal. Those landed ariserbcracy who did view the Corn

Laws in more symbolic.terms, vere not, on the whole, very prominent in the

Society. The best example is probably the Marquis of Chandos and Buckingham

]'ELEZE}, and Fermers® Journal, 15 January 184k, X
2 M.L.E., 29 January 18k,
3 Tuid., 27 May 184k,
E.A. llasson, 'The Third Darl Spencer and Agriculture 1818-1845t, A.H.R.,
26, 1978, p.97.

5 M.L.E., 11. December 1843.
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who, in the 1830s, tried to lead farmers' movements and set himself up as
a 'farmers' friend', but who did not join the Society and who was not, as

Professor Spring has pointed out, much interested in agricultural improvement

even on his own extensive estatese.

Lord Ernle called the Royal Agricultural Society 'the heart and brain
of agriculture! 2 in the nineteenth century. Certainly that is the judgement
which the founders of the Society would have hoped could be made of their

creations VYet this view is not a full justification of the thesis, because

reasons why Ernle's judgement is less than apposite willle explered in the

course of the work; nevertheless, the Society was connected with many of the

-

scientific and technical developments in agriculture which undefpinned
Victorian 'high-farming'e

The involvement has been quite widely recognised and most general texts
on nineteenth century agriculture are not without reference to the work of
the Society. Typical is part of a paragraph in Orwin and Whetham:

seesmembers of the two ZTRoyal and Eighlan@#7 national societies

could claim that they had greatly benefit®d farming in the last

half of the nineteenth century. They had been pioneers in the
analysis of feeding-stuffs and fertilisers, by which adulteration had
been greatly reduced; their botanists had encouraged the zeed trade in
providing purer seceds in better conditionj they had propelled the
Government into more efficient measures for the control of animal
diseases; the experiments supervised by their chemists had

elucidated many details of manuring and animal nutrition; their
regular tests had facilitated the improvement of farm machinery and

David Spring, 'Iord Chandos and the Farmers, 1818-46', Huntingdon
Library Quarterly, XXXIII, 1970, pp.278-80.
2 Baglish Farming Past and Present,6th edn., 1961, Dpe362-3.
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implements; their journals, textbooks, annual shows and regular
meetings kept their members in touch with products of science and
engineering; their examinations and diplomas provided a foundation

for alater growth of agricultural education.

Though some of this needs qualification as the Royal was not always at
the head of agricultural progress it is essentially correct and the topics
mentioned by Orwin and Whetham will form a large part of the content of this
thesis. As the activities of the Society were so extensive with some extremely
important individual items, it is remarkable that the work of the Royal
Agricultural Society should have been given so little specific consideration.
It has received recognition in general surveys of improvement associations 2
but the only work devoted exclusively to the activities of the ngal is
JeA. Scott Watson's 1939 centenary commemoration. This, as we would expect.from
so distinguished a scholar, faithfully records the main outlines of the
Society's work during the first hundred years of its existence, but the earlier
period is dealt with comparatively briefly, some important issues are ignored,
and there is little attempt to trace or assess the overall influence of the
Society with regard to the wider picture of agricultural development in a
detailed way. There is an interesting discussion in the same author's Great
Farmers (with M.E. Hobﬁs, 1937), but here the treatment is brief, as is a

3

later outline note by A. Hobson. Some aspects of the Society's work are

considered by Kenneth Hudson in Patriotism with Profit: British Agricultural

Societies in the Eighteenth and Nineteenth Centuries (1972) but the approach

1 ¢.S. Orwin and E.H. Whetham, History of British Agriculture 1846-191k,
1961‘*‘, P038L|'o
2 Such as T.H. Middleton, BEarly Associations for Promoting Agriculture and-

Improving the Improver', Reports of the British Association for the

Advancement of Science, 1912, pp.709-30.

5 Practice with Science: a Brief History of the Royal Agricultural Society of

England’ 1953 , -



here is limited as it does not go much beyond the descriptive level.. More
indicative of the value of an analytical approach vhich places the Society'g
wvork in the context of the development of scicntific knowledge about agriculture
is ILynette J. Peel's short review of the first twenty years of the Society's
scientific interest. 1 It is not easy to account for the lack of extended
examination of the Society and its work, though the neglect is part of a
failure by historians of English agficulture to give adequate consideration to:
such questions as how information was generated an@ spread among farmers. ?hus
neithexr the Royal, nor the numerous local farming associations, nor the printed
media (apart from bibliographic studies) have received anything like the
attention that they deserve. It is part of the argument of this thesis that
this neglect has led to a considerable lacuna in our understanding of the
process of nineteenth century agricultural change, an assertion the next sectibﬁ
seeks to justify: here some recent studies which are beginning to fill this
gap are reviewed, and the thesis may be seen as a contribution to this develéping
interest.

The period covered by this study is comparatively short, terminating as
it does in 1880, but it was one which was exceptionally rich in agricultural
innovations. Towards the end of his long career Morton looked back over the -
period and recalled what he thought were some of the 'momentous' agricultural
events that had taken place:

The National Agricultural Society..e. the writing of Liebigses
the interest aroused by the Rothamsted studies... agricultural
statisticse.s foreign cattle diseasessss artificial manures...

developments in hutter and cheese making...

1 'Practice with Science: the First Twenty Years', Journal, 137, 1976, pp.1414.

2 A.G., 26 December 1881,



and many more items could be added to this list., It has been maintained that
in the overall development of English agriculture 'only oné short period
1880-191k was plausibly free from profound technical changes', 1 While
it might be doubted if 1880 really heralds the start of the period which was
free from technical innovation - dairy technology, silage-making, the use
of basic slag are among developments of the last two decades of the nineteenth
century which might justify such doubts - it does seem at least to mark a slow-
ing down of a period of rapid technical change which dated from azbout the time
of the foundation of the Royal Agricultural Society in the late 18305, The
year 1880 is also significant on economic grounds. Though a number of ‘turning
points! 2 have been postulated for the transition from the ephemeral 'golden
age' of Victorian agriculture sandwiched between tﬁe sﬁort-run agricultural
depression following the Repeal of the Corn Iaws (ending in 1852) and the
harsher economic climate for agriculture of the 1870s, by 1880 many agriculturists,
particularly the arable farmers of the south and east were clearly operating
under difficulties mostly occasioned by the price-falls brought about by low-
cost agricultural imports but exacerbated by exceptionally adverse weather
conditions. The dejected appearance of the Society's Kilburn showground in
1879, when the show coincided with a period of torrential rain, seemed to
symbolise the 'gloom' that then pervaded 'all things agricultural', 3

It is however neither the question of technical innovation nor economic
considerations which Qustify the choice of terminal date of the period covered

by this thesise It is rather a combination of the two, and in the following

1 pM.I. Thompson, 'The Second Agricultural Revolution 1815-1880!, E.H.R.(2),

XXI, 1968, p.66.
2 P.J. Perry, British Farming in the Great Depression 1870-1914, 1974, p.l.

% F.H.(3), IVI, 1879, p.90.




sense. As a response to low prices and accompanying rural distress in the late
18705, agriculturists were sometimes urged to further intensify their systems

of cultivation., This was the substance of a speech made by Lord Derby in 1879,
which received a good deal of attention.in the agricultural press. Significantly,
it was J.B. Lawes, ddyen of nineteenth century agricultural researchers, who
pointed out that this was not a realistic solution. He stressed, (in a well-
publicised address to the Berwickshire Farmers' Club) that although the adoption
of artificial fertilisers during the preceding forty years had been instrumental
in raising yields, there was not infinite progress that could be made in this
direction under the technical knowledge then available and that Derby's
contention that the land could then be made to yield twice as much was fallacious
"because further fertiliser inputs would give diminishing returns-per unit
expended. 1 A yield increase would have to await new technical development - as’
in plant breeding which was essentially an untouched area at that time. Morton,
who had taken an exceptional interest in agricultural progress in its. technical
and scientific aspects over four decades, argued for a changed direction on the
part of the Society in 1879. He held . that the Society had taken the initiative
in a series of improvements and had carried out its first programme' in

uniting science with practice and stimulating invention in every department of
farming. Although the Society's 'mission' was not fulfilled nor its work
finished in 1879, Morton maintained that its main preoccupation should be

no longer with 'the inveﬁtion of machinery, and breeding of animals, and
chemical manures, and in the careful comparison of novelties in the showyard'.
Instead, 'new departures' were needed‘in the field of agriculture and there vere

more on the 'political' side of things ~ to try and attract greater attention and

1 A.G., 19 May, 7 July 1879. See also 'High Farming a Remedy (?) for Lower

Prices', in Morton's Almanac for Farmers!' and landowners, 1881, p.43.




sympathy for the position of the farmer in a country which, Morton recognised,
was coming to depend much less upon the homne agriculturists' efforts.

It i§ thus in the sense of a completion of the 'first programme' of the
Society's work that the terminal date of this thesis is justified, and it is
also maintained that the period was one of exceptional importance to the
technical development of English agriculture, not merely by virtue of the
number of innovations but by their very nature. fbr, despite a note of
dissent by E. Kerridge, 2 the significance of what Nigel Harvey has distinguished
as the 'technical revolution' as opposed to the earlier 'agrarian revolution' 5
(made so much of by Kerridge)h has been quite widely recognised. The 'agrarian -
revolution' consisted of raising productivity by what may be terried 'natural'
means - new crops, improved rotations, better animai breeds, and an increzased
stocking rate to maintain fertility levels within the improved farm structures
made possible by Parliamentary Enclosures. Though there is good reason for
thinking that the improvements brought about by these means were not unimpressive,
there were limits as to what could be done in this direction in the nineteenth
century, and therefore more intensive nineteenth century techniques had to use
'external inputs' to farming systems on an extensive scale. Thus E.L. Jones has
stressed the importance of purchased fertilisers in Victorian intensive
farning systems,5 which F.M.L. Thompson has termed breaking the 'close-circuit
system' as part of his 'second agricultural revolution' starting in 1815 and

the 'force of which was spent' by 1880.6 Though there has been considerable
{

Ibide, 23 June and 14 July 1879.

'The Agricultural Revolution Reconsidered', A.H., XLIIT, 1969, p.lb5.

The Farming Kingdom, 1955, ppe30-52.

Principally in his The Agricultural Revolution 1500-1750, 1967

'The Changing Basis of English Agricultural Prosperity, 1853-7°', A.H.R., X,
1962, p.l04.

E.H.R.(2), XXT, 1968, pp.6l4-5. )
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- and rather inconclusive - debate about the impact of these new techniques

(more particularly on the heavy-land sector of English farming) 1 they

excited tremendous interest among Victorian agriculturists. The successful

harnessing of science to agriculture - which is what the founders of the

Royal Agricultural Society set out to do - has brought about profound changes

in the agriculture of developed countries during the twentieth century and

has

given the Western World its often very intensive high-output agricultural

systems which can support a large non-agricultural population. The Victorians

were able to utilise some accumulated 'stores' of nutrients (such as guano)

as part of their external system-inputs as well as manufactured ‘artificialt

fertilisers (most notably superphosphates) but in the longer term manufacture,

particularly of nitrogenous fertilisers, has become much more important.

Unfortunately, the manufacturing processes consume a great deal of energy,

ag do the modern intensive farming systems upon‘ﬁhich we have become so

dependent. 2 It is for this reason - as energy has increased in cost

in recent years -~ that there is so much renewed interest in the 'natural!

systems which were partially superseded during the Victorian technical revolution

in agriculture. An example is in the growing of improved leguminous crops

1

Re.W. Sturgess, 'The Agricultural Revolution on the English Clays', A.H.R., XIV,
1966, pp.104-21; E.J.T. Collins & E.L. Jones, 'Sectoral Advance in English
Agriculture', Ibid., XV, 1967, pp.65-81; R.W. Sturgess, 'The Agriculture
Revolution on the English Clays: a Rejoinder', Ibid., pp.82-87; E.H.

Whetham, 'Sectoral Advance in English Agriculture: a Summary!, Ibid., XVI,
1968, pp.46-8; A.D.M. Phillips, 'Underdraining and the English Claylands,
1850-8 a Review', Ibide, XVII, 1969, pp.ik-55.

On this see C.R.W. Spedding, The Biology of Agricultural Systems, 1975
especially pp.9, 74~5; Geraldlieach, Energy and Food Production, 1976

C.R.W. Spedding and J.M. Walsinghém, 'The Production and Use of Energy in

Agriculture®, Journal of Arricultural Economics, 27, 1976, pp.19-29; Lynette

Je Peel, 'Science, Energy and Agriculture since 1800', Acta Museorum
Agriculturae Prapgse, XII, 1977, pp.60-7; I.G. Simmons, ‘*Ecological

Functional Approaches to Agriculture in Geographical Contexts®', Geography,
65 [} 1980 ] Pp. 305"‘16 ]



for nitrogen fixation.l Though the wheel has not yet come 'full circle' it is
aspects of part of the outward trip on the path of progress which had such
profound repercussions, with which this thesis, in its broader context, is
concerned.

In detail the thesis considersthe Royal Agricultural Society's work in
the generation and spread of information (and mis-information) on the technical
and scientific aspects of agriculture during the period of Victorian ‘'high
farming' through its support and encouragement of researchy its publications,
and its shows. Although there are aspects of the Society's internal history
vhich have their interest and are relevant in understanding the Society's
role and impact, the emphasis in this thesis is firmly in examining its broad
position within the agricultural community as a whole, for it is only in
this wider context, as part of a complex web of information systems, that any
worthwhile understanding of the part that it played in the 'agricultural
progress' of the period can be arrived ate Not least, too, the thesis is
concerned with some of the outstanding agricultural personalities who helped
to direct the course of covents during the period considered. Several of these
figures are quite well known - Pusey, Mechi; ard Morton are examples - although
even here there are aspects of their impact upon the agricultural scere which have
as yet been very imperfectly explored. Others, such as William Sha& the
founder of the Society who many contemporaries saw as the most influential
agriculturist in the.l8403, Samuel Sidney, the Society's most persistent critic
during the 1850s and 1860s, and Henry Corbet, who commented extensively upon the

Royal's work as editor of the Mark Iane FExpress between 1853 and 1875, have

been almost entirely ignored by agricultural historians of the period and it is
hoped that this thesis will help to restore recognition of their rightful place

at the centre of the Victoriar agricultural stagee.

1 Spedding and Walsingham, p.27.
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In 1973 the archives of the Royal Agricultural Scciety were deposited
at the Museum of English Rural Life at-the University of Reading. These
records consist of the Minutes of the Council which met each month (or more
frequently if business so necessitated) and made policy decisions. In
addition, there are the Minutes of the various committees which were kept with
varying degrees of exactitute but are usually brief, 1 The records of the
Soci;ty are, on the whole, disappointing as a source for they often give little
indication of how decisions were arrived at and are extremely concise. Despite
the limited utility of the Society's archives the Minutes have been extensively
consulted in preparation of this thesis as they have importance in marking the
development of the Society's work ard showing, to some degree, the contributions
of individuals and varieties of opinion. As the Minutes of the Council

meetings were publiched with little revision in the Farmer's Magazine from 1841

onwards and that journal is relatively more accessible, the appropriate

Farmer's Magazine reference has usually been given in citation of the Society's

Minutes. Of the unpublished material of the Society, Minutes of the initial
Comnittee of Management between 1838 and 1840, and some of the Minutes of the
Journal Committee (which are typically sketchy) in the late 1850s have been
most valuable in throwing light upon the Society's affairse There is little
survifing correspondence for the period covered by this thesis, apart from one
letter~book (1838-44) which deals with mostly routine matters. The Minutes

of the 01d Board of Agriculture (which have also been consulted) were given to
the Royal Agricultural Society by George Webb Hall and are also now located at
the Museum of English Rural Life.

1 The Society Records have been classified by the Museum of English Rural

Life, University of Reading: see A IList of the Historial Records of the
Royal Agricultural Society of England, 1973.
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The most valuable sources for this thesis are the agricultural periodicals,
newspapers, and pamphlets of the period (including the Society's own Journal).
These are fully discussed duringthe course of the work but the most important

are the Mark lane Express, Farmer's Magazine,l Agricultural Gazette and, to a

lesser degree, Bell's Weekly Messenger which, along with other titles, have

been very extensively consulted. Apart from their sheer utility, use of

the newspapers and periodicals has been vital to the approach and argument that
has been adopted; this is essentiaily that to understand fully the way in which
farmers perceived and reacted to new tecbniques, and how they made their
decisions about them, we need to study their comment, discussions, and reactions,
and an analysis of the printed media (but particularly the farming newspapers)

is the best way of doing this. Other important sources are the various Parliament-
ary Select Committee Minutes on .agricultural subjects, and the personal papers
of certain of the leading figures, such as Pusey and Richmond., Full attention
to the attitudes to, and perceptions of, technical change, is considered '
necessary as a counter to the more economic emphasis which, as Perry has

pointed out, has tended to characterise mucﬁ writing on agricultural history.
This is not to deny that decisions are often made primarily on an economic

basis, but for full understanding we need to take account of the infinitely
complex world of perceptions, attitudes, meaning, and experience.

In the following introductory sections, theoretical approaches to the spread

1 The seriation of the Farmer's Magazine is as follows: Firet Series vols.
I-VIII, 1834-8; New Series, volse I-III, 1838-9; Second Series, vols. I-XXIV,
1840-51; Third Series volse I-ILIX (iii), 1852-1881., It should be noted that
both volumes of the Third Series, 1860, were numbered 'XVIII' (there is

no XVII), Vol, XIVII, 1875, is numbered XIVI on the cover only and this
error persists to the end of the seriese The British Farmer's Magazire

has identical content after 1846. .
2 P.J. Perry, 'Agricultural History: a Geographer's Critique', A.H., XLIV,

1971 s PPe 259"67 °
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of egricultural information are briefly cogsidered with reference to.recent

work which utilises some of these concepts in an historical‘contexf. There then
foilows a survey of the development of "formal'! information sources up to the
time of the formation of the Society, the details of which are then oﬁtlined
aloﬁg with the early development of the Society's activities, its links with

the agricultural community, and alternative informatioﬁ sources up to 1880,

This leads to the major sections of the thesis on the Journal, country

meetings, and consultancy and education. A concluding chapter attempts to

make some oversll assessment of the influence of the Society on the course

of agricultural progress and a brief 'posteript! Qutlines the Society's
activitiea between 1880 and 1906, when it was reorganised after a disastrous
attempt to establish a permanent showground in West Iondon between 1963 and 1905,

The Acquisition of Agricultural Information, Present and Past

Studies of twentieth century agricultural change and development hLave
given considerable attention to the means by which farmers acquire information
about new agricultural techniques and the psychological, cuvlturzl, and
econogic factors that determine their reaction to information, which ia turn
influences the rate of adoption of agricultural innovations. Workers in this
area have at their disposal a formidable body of theory and case studies
derived from both the frural sociological! and *diffusionist! schools of
approach which have given rise to a number of generalisations about the

ways in which agricuifural information is obtained and evaluated. 1

For convenient summaries of this work see Herbert F. Iicnberger, The
Adoption of New Ideas and Practices, 1960; G.E. Jones, 'The Adoption and
Diffusion of Agricultural Practﬁ?s', Vorld Economics and Rural Sociolofy
Abstracts, 9, 3, 1967, pp.l~34; L.A. Brown and E.G. Moore, 'Diffusion
Research in Geography: a Perspective', in Cs Board, et al., Irogress

in Geography, I, 1969, pp.118-57; Everett M. Rogers and T, Iloyd Sheemoker,

Communication of Innovationst a Cross~Cultural Avproach, 1971.
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Agricultural innovations -widely defined to embrace all new, improved,

or modified components of agriculture, includiné tools, machinery, improved
crops or stock, cultivation technique, fertilisers, land improvement, marketing,
processing, organisation, and abstract knowledge and ideas L can originate
in two basic ways. Firstly, an individual engaged in agriculture can
experiment on his own holding and develop a new method or technique, or an
improved seed-strain or breed of stock. Alternatively, research may be carried
out by specialists not directly involved in agriculture such as the chemist,
botanist, or engineer, and their ideas applied to agriculture through a govern-
mental or independent institutional agency, or by a private firm, or individual
to fulfil a perceived needs. The motive may either be the 'national interest'
~ the need to raise food-production - or commercial if the innovation is such
that it is 1ikel¥ to yield a worthwhile return to its instigators. Ir either
case, if innovations are to become general rather tpan limited to a few far-
seeing individuals or specialists, efficient channels for the flow of information
are required.

. Two broad categories of communication channel are generally reéognised:
the inﬁgr-personal or 'face-to-face' contact between two or more individuals,
and the 'mass media' or impersonal channelse The former include direct
contact between farmers and neighbours, advisors from government agencies
or research establishments maintained by academic bodies, and representatives
from commercial organisations or marketing boards. Mass media include;
radio,television, newspapers, magagines and journals, commercial or non-
commercial leaflets or brochures, 2 Much attention has been given in studies

of contemporary agricultural change to the identification of stages in the

1a.z. Jones)p.h.
2 See Rogers and Shoemaker, pp.252-3; G.E. Jones, pp.16-18; F.E. Emery and O.A.
Oeser, Information, Decision and Action : A Study of the Psychological

Determinants of Change in Farming Technigues, 1958, especially pp.17-5k.
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adoption sequence suchas 'awareness', 'interest', 'evaluation', 'trial', and
'decision',1 and the part played by the various media in these stages. Mass
media have been held to be of particular importance in the initial stage
of stimulating awareness while other farmers, or extension agencies, are
believed to be especially significant in the trial phase. As the mass media do
not reach all individuals a 'two-step' information flow has been postulated
vhereby progressive individuals are among the first to adopt an innovation,
perhaps from information gained from the mass media; these become 'key communicators®
and encourage others to follow in their path. 2 In this way, agricultural improve-
ments pass from 'best to worst, from innovator to imitator', over time and
space.3

Until recently, agricultural historians have given but iittle explicit
attention to the means by which the pre—twéntieth century English farmer acquired
and avaluated information ebout innovations.u To the writer of this thesis,
studies of agricultural change which disregard the queries posed by Stuart
Macdonald:

How was it that the late eighteenth -~ and early nineteenth - century
farmer came to hear of new agricultural techniquese.e.? How was it thatee.
the ‘farmer became sufficiently convinced of the utility of a new technigue
to want to try it? °

1 Lionberger, ppe3-5.

2 @.E. Jones, ps20.°

5 Perry, fAgricultural History'!, p.26ie
Important recent studies of eighteenth and ineteenth century agricultural
change which are welcome exceptions to this generalisation in that they do
give explicit attention to information sources include S. Macdonald, 'The
Communication of Information and the Development of Agriculture in Northumber-
land 1750-1850', unpube. Ph.D. thesis, University of Newcastle-upon-Tyne, 1975;
J.R. Walton, 'The Development of Oxfordshire Agriciture, 1750-1880', unpube
Do Phil. thesis, University of Oxford, 1976; H.S.A. Fox, 'Local Farmers'
Associations and the Circulation of Agricultural Information in Nineteenth
Centﬁry Ingland'y, in Idem, and R.A. Butlin, Change in the Countryside: Essays
on Rural England 1500-1900, 1978, ppe 43-63.

5 Stuart Macdonald, 'The Diffusion of Knowledge among Northumberland Faruwers
1780"1815'1 AuJleBey 27, 1979, 1a30.
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are unsatisfying in that they leave unanswered questions about the
generation, acquisition, and evaluation of agricultural information which
are necessary for full understanding of the process of change. This is
not to suggest, however, that there is merit in uncritically applying
current ideas on the communication of information to past situations. |
Macdonald has rightly warned against this while pointing to the value of some
diffusion theory in aiding our app;eciation of the nature of late eighteenth and
nineteenth century agricultural change, 1 for although the cultural milieu may
vary, there is a certain temporal universality in the adoption processes that
have been outlined by Lionberger, Rogers, and others.

To some, of course, these questions may well be irrelevant in as much
as improvements are seen to be 'naturally contagious' 2 but this would
seem to assume too much and essentially avoid the issue. As far as the
spread of information has been given explicit consideration in studies
of agricultural change most attention has been given to the role of the
individual as a critical 'change-agent'. Much of this derives from the
work of Iord Ernle who, in his own particular view of the English agricultural
development,placed the enlightened and progressive landlord in the van of

3 of

eighteenth century agricultural improvement. Ernle's 'heroic view'
the 'agricultural revolution' has become much modified because later work

has shown that important innovations (especially crops such as clover and

1 Idem , 'The Role of the Individual in Agricultural Change: The
Example of George Culley of Fenton', in Fox and Butlin, pp.l-2.
2 loc. cit., referring to E, Kerridge, The Agricultural Revolution, 1967.

> Term used by G.E. Mingay, 'The Agricultural Revolution in England:
A Reconsideration', A.H., XXXVII, 1963, p.124.



turnip) were known well before the eighteenth century and that the
achievements of agricultural leaders such as Thomas Coke were rather more
modest than Ernle maintained. 1 This has still left a small handful of
progressive landlords in an important role as popularisers rather than
innovators per se although it also abpears that they were very much the
exception and that the average eighteenth century landlord was relatively
indifferent to agricultural improvement.

The individual as a critical 'change-agent' has, however, recently been
resurrected in the context of late eighteenth and early nineteenth century
English farming for it is in this way that Macdonald answers his own
questions, already citeds The difference is that now it is the intelligent
working farmer whose influence is seen as crucial and Macdonald's hero is
George Culley, of Fenton, Northumberland. By utilising the detailed Culley
papers, Macdonald is able to show his extensive influence in encouraging
farmers to adopt profitable farming practices, and suggests that there is
no reason to think that individuals such as Culley were unique to Northumberland. 3
Indeed, Ellman of Glynde 4 and Boys of Kent are others of the Culley mould
that reidily come to mind as probably fulfilling a similar role in various
parts of England in the late eighteenth century., Arthur Young was so

impressed with their activities that he wanted to recruit them into a

For a useful suﬁmanyof this work, see Donald Woodward, 'Agricultural
Revolution in England 1500-1900: A Survey', Local Historian, 9, 1571,
ppe.324~5; on Coke,.see R.A.C. Parker, Coke of Norfollk: a Firancial
Survey, 1976.
2 G.E. Mingay, English Ianded Society in the Eighteenth Century, 1963, p.166.
Macdonald, 'The Role of the Individual', p.17. '
See Sue Farrant, 'John Ellman of Glynde', A.H.R., 26, 1978, pp.77-83 for an

assessment.,

\N
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'Royal Agricultural Academy' to give cohesion to their unco-ordinated
efforts. 1
Exceptional individuals whether landlords or tenants or others who
took it upon themselves to exhort farmers to adopt improved practices
with missionary fervour, such as Arthur Young and, in the period with which
this thesis is particularly concerned, John Joseph Mechi, were clearly one
important source of agricultural information. 2 H.S.A. Fox has recently
réviewed the other ways in vhich the farmer might acquire information. These
include regular interpersonal contact between farmers at market, fairs
and casual meetings, printed media -~ books, periodicals, and newspapers -
and local farmers' associations which Fox considers to be particularly
important. To Fox's list we may add the national institutions of which the
Royal Agricultural Society of England came tc be the leading example. 3
There can be little doubt that the channels available for information
flow to farmers were highly deficient in the late eighteenth and early
nineteenth centuries, and it is part of the argument of this thesis that,
between about 1840 and 1880, they were tramsformed so that lack of effective
means of communication was much less of a barrier to change. The more
perceptive of late eighteentk cerntury and early nineteenth century agricul-
turists were keenly aware of this deficiency and Young considered a number

of agencies togive direction to sgricultural improvement; his interest in the

1 Claudio Veliz, ‘Arthur Young and the English Landed Interest 1784-1813',

unpube. Ph.D. thesis, University of London, 1959, p.35.

2 On Yourg see Ibid.; J.G. Gazley, The Life of Arthur Young 1973
G.E. Mirgay, Artbur Young arnd his Times, 1976, For Mechi, Scott Watson
end Hobbs, pp.S0-10l.

3 Fox, ‘Local Farmers' Associations] pp.k5-6.
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Society of Arts can be seen in this context 1 as well as his involvement with
the Board of Agriculture and his proposed 'Royal Agricultural Academy'.
Appreciation of the deficiency of means of communication is best typified by
Coke's oft-quoted lament that improvements spread out from Holkham at the rate
vy less than one mile per year, Individuais such as Culley or Coke could
doubtless achieve a certain amount but without formal direction to their efforts
the rate of agricultural change was likely to remain painfully slow. In support
of this contention we may note Raine Morgan's recent finding that roots

occupied oply seven per cent of arable land by 1801 but underwent a three-fold
expansion during the following seventy years.2 This is not to deny that the rate
of adoption of agricultural innovation may well be closely linked to purely

economic factors, but information is an essential pre-requisite for economic

adjustment,

The Royal Agricultural Society was formed to fulfil a perceived need
to generate agricultural information and make it available to the ordinary
working farmer, after several other institutions had been found to be
inadequate for the purpose. Before exsmining its formation as a preliminary
to a de?giled consideration of its activities, the development of 'formal'!
information sources up to 1838 will be outlined and assesseds These
are the national and local societies and printed media, termed 'formal'
sources in contrast to the essentially informal contact between individualse.
As Fox stresses, the ways in which information was acquired by these means
has gone largely unrecorded 3 apart from chance survivals such as the

Culley papers, It will also be argued that the 'formal' information sources

became increasingly important as the nineteenth century progressed. The

1 John. G. Gazley, fArthur Youhg and the Society of Arts', Journal of

Economic History, I, 1941, pp.129-52.
2 Raine Morgan, 'The Root Crop in English Agriculture, 1650-1870', unpub.

Ph.D. thesis, University of Reading, 1978, p.628.

3 Fox, 'Local Farmers! Associations', P.45e
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proceedings of the Royal and the other national and local societies and
associations were fully reported in agricultural newspapers and periodicals
and which formed, by the mid-nineteenth century, an impressive agricultural
information system of which the Royal was an integral part.

ihe Development of Agricultural Information Sources to 1838

National Societies

Both Scotland and Ireland had-national agricultural institutions before
England. As early as 1723 a body styled 'The Society of Improvers in the
Knowledge of Agriculture in Scotland' was based in Edinburgh. It had a
membership of about three hundred and may well have been the earliest
agricultural society in Europe. It gave advice on management and improve-
ment to its members, but did not continue after 1745. 1 The Dublin Society,
for improving 'Husbandry, Manufactures and othgr Useful Arts',was founded

in 1731 and agriculture held a prominent place in its activities: it attempted

to distribute Tull's Horse~Hoeing Husbandry throughout Ireland and the first

paper read to the Society was concerred with land-drainage. In 1732 a

museum of agricultural implements was established together with an experimental
nursery-garden where investigations included the management of 'cyder-trees'
and the improvement of hop-growing techniques. Prizes were offered for a
variety of topics but agriculture was well represented. 2 A national
institution solely devoted to agriculture was not founded in Ireland,

however, until 1841. In ccntrast, Scotland had a permanent agricultural

society as early as 1783. The Highland Society, founded in that year,

1 Alexander Ramsey, History of the Highland and Agricultural Society of
Scotland, 1879, pp.19-27.

Desmond Clarke, Thomas Prior 1681-1751: Founder of the Royal Dublin Society,
1951, pp.26, ?9; Terence de Vere White, The Story of the Roy1l Dublin
Society, 1955, pp.16-17. '
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obtained a Royal Charter in 1787 and expanded rapidly.’ Sir John Sinclair
obtained Government financial assistance for the Society which allocated funds
for the award of prizes and grants for discoveries and inventions. By 1821 its
membership was well over one thousand in number, it published its own Transactions
and held annual shows from 1822 onwards. At first these were in Edinburgh
but became peripatetic after 1829 when the Society visited Perth. The
founders of the Royal Agricultural Society of England took considerable
ingpiration from the activities of'the Highland Society; the first prize
éssay topic of the English Society related to the achievements of the.
Highland. -

Although there was no equivalent institution to the Highland in England
until the formation of the Royal there were a number of national institutions
which took an interest in agriculture, or some branch of it, or whose
activities were of relevance. These were, in chronological order, The
Royal Society (1650), The Society of Arts (1754), The Smithfield Club (1799),
The Horticultural Society (1804), The Society for the Diffusion of Useful
Knowledge (1826), and the British Association for the Advancement of Science(1831).
Distinct from these groups, in that it was almost exclusively concerned with
agricultural matters and received government money, was the Board of Agriculture
(1793-1822).

The earliest proposal for a national institution to advance the cause of
agricultural progress appears to have been made by Samuel Hartlidb in 1651,
although the suggestion seems to have been to found a residential agricultural
college rather than an institution of the type reviewed heree 2 The Royal :
Society founded a ‘'Georgical Committee' in 1664 which determined to compile

a 'History of Agriculture and Gardening's To this end it drew up a list

1 Rampey, pp.104-13L; tihe essay appeared as John Dudgeon, ‘'Account of the
Improvements which have taken place in the Agriculture of Scotland since
the Formation of the Highland Society!, Journal, I, 1840, pp.59-112.

E. Clorke, 'The . Board of Agriculture 1793-1822 ', Journal (3), IX,
1898, p.2.
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of 'enquiries' which were published in the Philosophical Transactions and

which were intended to elicit information on the best practice of agriculture
in different parts of the country;.a concern which was later evinced by the
Board of Agriculture and the Royal itself. The early agricultural survey of
the Royal Society collected a substantial amount of information and was ‘'a
striking example of that alliance of science and industry which was character-
istic of the age!'. 1

After an initial period of activity the Royal Society underwent a decline
and tovards the end of the seventeenth century suffered from poor administration
and shaly finances. 2 After reorganisation it became pmch more of an academic
body and, during the first:half of the eighteenth century, there was no
national institution in England concerned with agricultural improvement,
This was again taken up by the Society of Arts, founded by William Shipley in
1754, This body had as its objective more than the promotion of agriculture
alone ~ its full title was the 'Society for the Encouragement of Arts, Manufactures,
and Commerce!, but agriculture was one of six sections for which 'Premiuwms!
(swards of money or medals) were offerede The others were chemistry, 'polite
arts', manufactures, mechanics, colonies and trade.3 The first sgricultural
premiums, announced in 1757, were for 'the best set of experiments with a
dissertation on the nature and operation of manures'. Although no entries
were received which were considered to be worthy of a premium, these early
topics are interesting on account of their advanced character, The concern is

with the operation cf manures and there is stress on experimental method.

1 R.V. Lennard, 'English Agriculture under Charles II: The Evidence of the
Royal Society's "Enquiries",!, E.H.R., IV, 1932, p.23.

2 Sir Henry Lyons, The Royal Society 1660-1940, 1940,p.118.

3 DeGeCe Allan, Williom Shipley, Founder of the Royal Society of Arts, 1968;
D. Hudson and K.W. Iuckhurst, The Royal Society of Arts, 1754-195k4, 195k,
provide an account of its formatione The Society of Arts took its 'Royal!
prefix in 1908, '




There was also emphasis placed upon the practical utility of science, rather
than theory as an end in itself. Detailed instructions as to the conduct of
trials were specified after 1761 and awards proposed by the Agriculture
Committee covered a wide range of topics including the introduction and
cultivation of new crops (the Society of Arts took particular interest in
this), husbandry methods, implements, manures and soil analysis, and the
treatment of animals. As the premium lists often kept the same topics over
a. period, the prizes acted as a sort of research subsidy. 1

For a time, Arthur Young thought that the Society of Arts could prove
the right vehicle for giving overall direction to English agriculture. 2
He became a member in 1769 and Chairman of the Agricultural Committee in
1774, He encouragedthe Society to hold a trial of ploughs and a dynamoter
was used to test an all-iron plough at Morden, Surrey in 1773. Young
received a gold medal for his work on the potato in 1779 but his proposal
that the agricultural activities of the Society should be expanded was
resisted, as was his suggestion that the Society should undertake a series
of agricultural experiments on its own account. 5 In the nineteenth éentury,
the Society of Arts gave less attention to agriculture but continued to
generaté/information by sponsoring lectures from distinguished experts,
particularly after mid-century. It is difficult to gauge its impact on
agriculture during this earlier period of involvement. VWhile it may be

questioned (as contemporaries did) whether the award of premiums ever served
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to procure an advance that would not otherwise have taken place, the publication

The early agricultural interests of the Society of Arts are dealt with

by Sir Henry Trucman Wood, A History of the Society of Arts, 1913, pp.1lh-42

and Luckhurst and Hudson, pp.57-85.

2 See J.G. Gazley, 'Arthur Young and the Society of Arts'.

3 Hudson and Luckhurst,p.83; Gazley, The Life of Arthur Young, p.l30.
Details of the plough trial are given in Annals of Agricultuvre, I, 1785,
111396 \




of premium lists and the announcement of the awards may be expected to have
excited interest in agricultural innovation. One example of its influence

may be in the encouragement of potato-growing for which premiums were regularly
offered, at first as feeding-stuff for stock and later for human consumption (with
the stimulus of the wheat-~shortage of 1795) and Luckhurst and Hudson attribute

the spread of potato-growing to the work of the Society.

The Smithfield Club had the specialist interest of stock-raising. The
originator of the Club was John Wilkes of Measham, Derbyshire, and it was
established at the Woburn Sheep-shearing of 1799 under the patronage of such
leading agriculturists as Lord Somerville, Young, and Ellman, with Francis,
Duke of Bedford, as President. 2 Although membership was initially limited
to fifty this restriction was lifted after 1805. More concernéa with the -
fattening than the breeéing of stock its chief objective was to ascertain
the breeds of cattle and sheep which would give the best return for auxiliary
feeding, and the most paying types of beast., The early years of the Club
were precarious. In 1821, it came near to dissolution and John,Emke'of
Bedford, withdrew from it because he thought that its ‘objectives had been
achieved. The presidency was then vacant until the Club was revived by
Viscount Althorp (later third Earl Spencer) in 1825 % after which it slowly
grew in stature. The pre-Christmas show was an important lLondon event and
was enlarged to include crop specimens and agricultural machinery. Never-
theless, the activities of the Club met with criticisms which were often

justified. The emphasis on feeding and fattening and the fashion that

1 History of Society of Arts, p.6k-5.
% For the early history of the Smithfield Club see Brandreth T. Gibbs, The

Smithfield Club, a Condensed History of its Origins and Progress, 1857,

and F.M., VIII, 1807, pp.189-92, for a contemporary account of its

formation. See also E, Clarke, 'Agriculture and the House of Russell', Journal
3 (3) 1T, 1891, pp.128, 135-6. .

E.A. Wasson, 'The Third Earl Spencer and Agriculture, 1818.1845', A.H.R.,

26, 1978, p.93.
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it encouraged for large, overfed beasts, gave rise to the Jibe that it
encouraged the production of animals 'too dear to buy and too fat to eat'.1
The Royal Horticultural Society was less directly linked to the agricultural
interest but Sir Joseph Banks, who took the chair at its inaugural meeting
in 1804 was also a member of the Society of Arts and the Board of Agriculture.
The aim of the Society was to encourage all branches of horticulture, both
ornamental and practical, by the means of dixussion papers and, most
importantly, an annual show which, of course, remains an important feature
of the London calendar. 2 There was a much closer connection between the
Smithfield Club and the Royal Agricultural Society than with the Royal
Horticultural Society as there was a greater overlap between the aims and
interests of the two institutions: Brandreth Gibbs, Director of fhe Royal
Shows between 184k and 1875,Qas also Secretary of the Smithfield Club.
.The Society for the Diffusion of Useful Knowledge was founded by Henry
Brougham in 1826 to facilitate the diffusion of knowledge considered to
be useful in as much as there was emphasis on everyday, practical and
utilitarian subjects upon which the Society published elementary, cheap
books. 3 Agriculture was included as a topic and the Society's Farmers'

Series included volumes on demesticated animals - the Horse, Dog, Sheep,

Cattle written by William Youatt.u Other important agricultural works

sponsored by the Society included the three volume Manual of British Husbandry

(1834) a composite volume edited by J. French Burke, and articles on farming

1 3. French Burke, British Husbandry, 133k,p.23.

H.R. Fletcher, A History of the Royal Horticultural Society 1804-1968, 1968.
Monica C. Grobel, 'The Society for the Diffusion of Useful Knowledge
1826-1846', unpub. M.A. thesis, University of London, 1933.

Ibid., pp.362, 374y Sir Frederick Smith, The Early History of Veterinary
Literature IIT, pp.137-41,




ko

written by Reve We Rham for the Societ&'s Penny Cyclopedia were later

published as the Dictionary of the Farm (1844). Spencer was active in the

affairs of the Societye He became a life member in 1829 and did much to keep
the Society alive in the 1840s; it collapsed soon'after his death in 1845, l’
The British Association for the Advancement of Science, founded in 1831,
had the general aim of giving impulse to scientific enquiry and the removal
of barriers to progresse 2 Agriculture was not recognised as a distinct
section until 1912 but topics of agricultural relevance received attention
within the sections for Geology, Zoology and Botany, Iliebig visited the

Association in 1837 and his very influential Organic Chemistry in its

Application to Agriculture and Physiology (1840) was dedicated to the

Association, It was a more popular body than the Royal Society and the Royal ‘

Agricultural Society took direct inspiration from the British Association in

copying the principle of holding an annual 'country meeting' away from London.
We moy now turn our attention to the 'old' Board of Agriculbre, the

most important of the national institutions involved with agriculture before

the foundation of the Royal, Although both Young and Marshall claimed to have

originated the idea, 3 specific proposals for the institution were contained in

an appendix to Lord Kames's The Gentleman Farmer (1776).4 Whatever the origin

of the Board it would not have been established without the determined efforts
of Sir John Sinclair, a Scottish landowner and agricultural enthusiast, who

was 'given' the Board by Pitt in return for political support during the

1 Wasson, p.9%, who also points out that the collapse was precipitated by

Spencer's rather over-ambitious planse

0.J.R. Howarth, The British Association 1831-1931: a Retrospect, 1931l.

3 Amnals of Agriculture, XXI, 1793, p.198; Arthur Young, On the Advantages
which have Resulted from the Establishment of the Board of Agriculture, 1809,
Pe2; William Marshall, Review and Abstract of the County Reports of the
Board of Agriculture, 1808, ppexvii-xxii.

k Ppe367-78,
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currency crisis of the year.

Sinclair believed that a public society, with government finance,
would have more influence than a private institution for the promotion
of agriculture. This was not to be the case as the activities of the
Board, perceived as a branch of government, gave rise to suspicion in the
minds of ordinary farmers, even though Government was at best indifferent,
to the Board's existence and always parsimonious over finance. A closed
corporation, the Board consisted of thirty ordinary members and a
President who was elected each year together with five new members drawn °
from the honorary membership made up of gentry, farmers, writers, and other
professional men connected with agriculture. Young, whc had doqpted
whether Sinclair's proposal would come to fruition, was appointed Secretary in
which post he remained until 1820. His appointment was responsible for the
considerable antipathy between him and William Marshall, who had hoped for some
direct involvement with the Board.

Sinclair envisaged that the Board of Agriculture would have the function
of providing information on the most advantageous methods of farm ménagement,
act as a general magazine of agricultural knowledge, and would give direction
to local societies. A series of agricultural surveys would enable the state
of agriculture in the country to be ascertained, together with the means for

3

its improvement.,

1 Sir John Sinclair, Plan for Bstablishing a Board of Agriculture, 1793; E.
Clarke, 'The Board of Agriculture 1793-1822', p.4; Rocaling Mitchison 'The 01d
Board of Agriculture (1793-1822)', English Historical Review, LXXIV, 1953, -
p.42. Tor Sinclair's life and work see Idem, Asricultural Sir John, The
Life of Sir John Sinclair, 175k-1835, 1962.

2 Sir John Sinclair, 'Preliminary Observations on the Origin of the Board
of Agriculture', Communications to the Board of Apgriculture, I, 1797,
P .iii; Marshall, 1808, ppexxii-xxv. For the Board's Charter see Comrunications,

I, I_\I)Qx‘xVi ®
3 Sinclair, Plan, pp.5-7.
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It was this latter objective with which Sinclair was most concerned

and it is the Board's General Views of agriculture, county by county, for

which it is most remembered, théugh not with the credit which Sir John

hoped would accrué to the Board and himself by the completion of such a

major undertaking. Soon after the Board was established Sinclair proceeded

to commission, with injudicious haste, surveyors to carry out the project,
under the belief that five or six weeks, in winter, would be adequate for

each county survey. Sinclair justified his choice- of surveyor by claiming

that as he regularly travelled from his Caithness estate to London he was
acquainted with a range of people fitted to carry out the task, a justification

which did not satisfy Young. 1

L
The first surveys vere issued in quarto size with wide margins for

comment and correction, the intention being that they would be sent ‘back

to the Board for editing and re-issue in amended form. This was not an
unreasonable plan and the information that the surveyors were asked to
gather was potentially very useful. Information categories included the
nature of local soils, land-use, land tenure, stock, crop cultivation and
rotations, manure, enclosure effects, labour, wages, drainage, prices, roads,
improvements, and societies. 2 Unfortunately, the haste with which the
surveys were carried out and the variable abilities of the surveyors led to
a heterogeneous result. The surveys range in length alone from the cursory
tventy~-six pages of Messrs Griggs on Essex to Charles Vancouver's two

hundred and nineteen pages on Cambridgeshire, which is a systematic parish

1 M. Betham Edwards, ed., The Autobiography of Arthur Yourg. 1898, p.242.
2 See Communications to the Board of Agriculture, I, 1799, Appendix b,

P. xlvii.
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by parish studye. 1 The circulation of these reports soon brought the

Board and its work into disrepute. Although Sinclair at first expressed

some satisfaction with the progress of the survey which he claimed in

July, 1794 thad surpassed the most sanguine expectations' 2 public opinion
soon led to a retraction of this view., It was then stressed that the

first surveys were 'merely intended for private circulation and as a
foundation for more extensive enquiries' and admitted that they were 'meither
useful to the public nor creditable to the Board' in order to redeem the
Board's flagging reputation. This was also diminiéhed by the belief current
among farmers in the south that the surveys were connected in some way with

3 Although Young tried to maintain that the early surveys were too

taxation,
severely criticised ‘when considered as what the Fresident termed them, printed
manuscripts given away for marginal correction and addition', he soon became
disgusted with the 'frivolous nature of the Board which seemed to be engaged in
nothing that could produce the least credit with the public's The limited
revenue of the Board went 'almost entirely to the printers', spent on reports
that were 'so miserably execﬁted that they brought the institution into
contempt?, y

When it was clear that the first surveys would not do, even in corrected

1 For catalogues of the various editions of the General Views see Clarke,
1Board of Agriculture'y, p.l6; W.F. Perkins, British and Irish Writers
on Agriculture, 2nd edn., 1939, pp.176-8; O.R. Macgregor, 'Introduction!
to Ernle, 6th edn., 1961, ppexcix-ce.
Sir John Sinclair, Account of the Origin of the Board of Aecriculture and
its Progress for Three Years after its Establishment, 1796, p.53.
3 Board of Agriculture, Minute Book, 1806, p.83; Letter Book, June 1800,
pp.1417-8; John, Lord Somerville, The System followed during the last
Two Years by the Board of Agriculture, 1800, pp.5, 10.
4 Young, Advantages, pe35; Betham-Edwards, pp.246, 315.
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form, re~surveys were commissioned. These suffered from lack of adequate
finance. Letters sent out in May 1796 to prominent landowners ard agriculturists
asking for help stressed that no money was available for the assistance

requested and the surveyors were required to work to a tight budget. 1 Few

of the original surveyors were also responsible for the second (or third)
versions and this was as much due to their dissatisfaction with the terms

offered than to the inadequacy of their initial work. There were numerous problems
with the manuscripts 2 and lack of money held up the printing. The whole

project slowed after 1793 when lLord Somerville, the new President, directed

the Board's depleted finances into other projects. They were mostly

completed by 1814 after additional sums of money had been allocated to carry

the project through. Although the final surveys were supposed to adhere to a
more rigorous plan, they show considerable variety of apprecach. Writers
continued to spend much time on their own personal whims and examined the

best practices rather than the general level of farming. Superior productions
were those carried out by knowledgeable farmers such as George Culley and John
Boys. Many were overlong and Marshall's undertaking of a 'concentrated edition!

in his Review and Abstract of the General Views was a much-needed exercise.

With due regard for the circumstances surrounding their production, the

General Views have proved a valuable historical source, providing a wealth

of information on husbandry methods and agricultural.practice, and have

been utilised to trace the progress of enclosure, to reconstruct the late

1 Letter Book, 1796, ppe9-10.
2 Thid., 1800, pp.k02, 418,
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eighteenth century agricultural geégraphy, and to examine the contemporary
perception of the agrarian landscape. 1 The usefulness of the surveys to
contemporaries in the context of the overall problem of the circulation of
agricultural information may, however, be questioned. There were frequent criticis
{

of the inclusion of irrelevant material by the surveyors and a tendency to

wander from the pointe. Thus the Farmer's Magazine reviever of Middlesex

observéd that it had 'much important information, though rather arranged in
a desultory manner', Many had in them facts used-as 'clergymen do a textee..!

while Young's Lincolnshire was 'voluminous but desultory'. Of Bailey and

Culley's Northumberland it was only wished that all the reports were executed

on the same 'liberal and scientific principles’. Too many contained ‘'a
vast amount of repetition and matter of pure local interest, of’no value
vhatever to the husbandman'; mixed up with that which was ‘'really useful'.
In addition, they were 'exceedingly voluminous and very expensive, thus
beyond the reach of most farmers!'. 2

The Board engaged in a number of other projects apart from the surveys,
particularly after 1798 when Somerville ousted Sinclair as President. It

tried to encourage local societies, without much success, and put up premiums

for agricultural improvement. Although there was dispute over the utility

1 D.B. Grigg, 'The changing Agricultural Geography of England: A Commentary
‘on the Sources Available for the Reconstruction of the Agricultural
Geography of England 1700-1850', Transactions of the Institute of British
Geopraphers, 41, 1967, pp.76-78; W.H.R. Curtler, The Enclosure and Re~-
distribution of our Land, 1920, pp.182-226; H.C. Prince, 'England ¢.1800',
in H.C. Darby; ed., A New Historical Geography, 1973, pp.:C0--33; H.C.
Darby, 'Some Early Ideas on the Agricultural Regions of England', A.I.R.,
IT, 1954, pp.34-7; John Barrell, The Idea of Landscape and the Sense of Place
1730-1840; An Approach to the Poetry of John Clare, 1972, pp.72-8.

2 See Marshall's Review and Abstract, F.M., I, 1800, pp.87, 434 and Ibid.,
II, 1801, p.77; J. French Burke, British Husbandry, I, 1834, p.3%6
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of these, some were imaginative in conception as, for example, the offer of
a premium for irrigation in a district where it had not hitherto been

practiced. The Communications of the Board contained essays of high quality

and the interest in an experimental farm and the sponsorship of Davy's’
lectures on agricultural chemistry at a time when the subject was a

minority interest demonstrated involvement in progress and innovation even
though' it may be doubted vhether there were any substantive results. Some

of the Board's projects suffered ill-luck; the Board evinced considerable
concern over the widespread food-shortages of the last years of the eighteenth
century and undertook to import Indian rice in 1800, but the cargo was '
delayed until after the good harvest of 1801, The promotion of a General
Enclosure Bill was frustrated by the Lords, partly because it was represeﬁted
as taking the view that tithes .were an obstacle to agricultural improvement and
its activities vwere therefore thought to be inimical to church interests.
Successes of the Board were minor., It obtained a tax-exemption on draining
tiles and imported American oil-cake, brought weights and measures under

the summary jurisdiction of magistrates, produced an accamntof Elkington's
mode of draining, and published a gereral report on enclosures. lLater projects

included the 1816 account of the Agricultural State of the Kingdom, replies

to a circular letter designed to ascertain the extent of agricultural distress,

and it also sponsored a prize essay competition on the farming of Flanders in

1 The premium lists were published in the Board's Communications.

For a contemporary review, see Agricultural Magazine (3), II, 1808, p.130.

3 See Lord Carrington's address to the Board of April, 1803, Minute Book,
pp.386-403,
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1318, althoﬁgh this was never judged. .

By this time the Board had considerably reduced the scope of its activities
and the government grant was withdrawn in 1820. This action may have been
precipitated by the fact that the Board had sent back part of the money
allocated to it for ;819, but George Webb Hall, who succeedéd Young as
Secretary, was deeply involved in the protection association movement
which was gaining widespread support at the time. The last major act of the
Board was to sponéor livestock showé in London, in 1821 and 1822, but these
vere unsuccessful, being ill-organised and poorly attended. 5 Attempts
were made to keep the Board in operation after the withdrawal of the grant

and remaining sets of the Communications were offered to anyone who would

make a life subscription. This proved an insufficient inducement and the
final demise of the Board came in July 1822,

The 'old' Boardr of Agriculture failed to fulfil the high initial
expectations of those agriculturists who had, at first, given enthusiastic
support. This failure may be attributed to a variet& of factors, not least
the way in which it antagonised influential elements if church and state.
It was an isolated body, remote from the agricultural community and
oligarchical and aristocratic in nature. As Young sadly observed, the

Board suffered from jealousy, suspicion and misrepresentation: those talents

1 For contemporary public justifications of the Board see Young's 'Advantages'’

and R. Ackerman, The Microcosm of London,III, 1809, pp.73~85. For an
assessnent of the Agricultural State of the Kingdom see G.E. Mingay's
'Introduction' to the 1970 editionj; on the Flanders Prize Essay, John S.

Creasey, 'The Inglish Board of Agriculture and the Husbandry of Flanders:

the Prize Essay Competition of 1818-20, Acta Museorum Agriculturae Pragze, 12,
1977, pp.36-50.

D. Spring and T.L. Crosby, 'George Webb Hall and the Agricultural
Association', Journal of British Studies, 1, 1962, pp.l15-31.

3 Reports in Farmers' Jouwrnal 16 April 1821 and 29 April 1822.
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that blazed at Woburn became extinguished at Sackville Streete.se 8s if a
Coke lost all his knowledge of turnips and a Somerville all his skill in
cattle by entering these doors'. 1 But the Board of Agriculture did
Young's own reputation little good for 'placed in his official position,
like a city on a hill, his merits and defects were observed with more facility'oz
To agriculturists the Board ﬁ&s like an ‘ipn with a staring sign, alluring
the traveller in the hope of a good cheer, but without a chop in the larder
or a bottle in the bin', 3
Although the negative aspects of the 'old® Board are inescapable, it
must be viewed in the context of the search for the right medium to give
direction to agricultural progress, and to diffuse agricultural informaticn.
Sir John Sinclair came round to the view that a private institution would be
more appropriate than a quasi-government body b for this purpose (in contrast
to hiz initial belief), and the founders of the Royal Agricultural Socisty,
sixteen years later, vere able to take account of the experience of the Board,
and its shortcomings, in their design of the new institution, Although the
Royal, in time, met with some of the same criticism that had been made of
the Board, such as lack of openness in the constitution, the insistence of
the principle of an annual 'country meeting' can be viewed as a reflection of
an initial determination to maintain links with the agricultural community
and avoid the charge of remoteness that came about as a result of[t%ntrali-

sation of the Board of Agriculturee.

1 Young, Advantages, p«l0Oe

Z'Egg., II, 1801, p.77. For Young's involvement with the Board see Betham-
Edwards, pp.219-61 and Gazley, life of Arthur Young, pp.306-52.

3 Correspondent to the Agricultural Magazine (2), II, 1808, p.287.

b Letter, Farmers' Journal, 11 Octcber 1819,
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Incal Associations

Complementary to the national institutions, though lacking any formal
links, were the numerous local farmers' organisations which were founded
during the second half of tﬁe eighteenth century, Although a local farmers'
club existed at Faversham as early as 1727, its character seems to have been
largely social, as is suggested by its maintenance of a 'collar-boy! to
loosen the collars of members as they subsided under the dinner table.

The foundation of the Society of Arts gave stimulus to the formation of local
counterparts., The first of these was the Brecknockshire Society founded by
William Powell in 1755, who took direct advice from the national Society on
its formation'.2 Powell, a Welsh philanthropist, urged the establishment of
'country premium societies' a suggestion enthusiastically endorsed by William
Shipley but opposed by Charles Whitworth, a Vice-President of the Society,
who thought that such a movement would weslken the national organisation. 3
Therefore, the local associations, although they took inspiration from the
Society of Arts, were independent of it., Other Welsh societies quickly
followed: local agricultural societies were instituted at Cardigan, Carmarthen,
and Pembroke before 1775. 4

By 1800, local associations numbered about thirty-five to forty. It is
impossible to give a precise figure, as some did not appear in the published

lists. The movement seems to have grown considerably during the first two

decades of the nineteenth century and then remained fairly static until about

1 Prideaux George Selby, The Faversham Farmers' Clvb and its Members

1727-1927, 1927; Archives, IV, 1950, p.2%.
2 g, Edmunds, 'History of the Brecknockehire Agricultural Society, 1755-1955',

Brycheiniog, II, 1956, PpP«22-65.
5 Allan, pp.61-7.
b WOOd, Po?o



the time of the formation of the Royal Agricultural Society when there was
expansion in the number of local societies of all kinds. 1 Samuel Parkes
noted nearly one hundred local associations in 1819 2 and a similar total

was listed in the Agriculturist in 1836 (presented on a map in figure I)

although some of these were probably as much concerned with political
objectives as with matters of agricultural improvement. The Bath and West
Society founded in 1777 is by far the best known of these local societies 3
but this was only the largest of the many local societies of similar type
originating during this period.

Following the Society of Arts (many local societies initially took the
'agriculture, manufactures, and commerce' title) the award of premiums
occupied a central part of the prcceedings of these bodies. These were
sometimes offered for innovations, but were more typically for excellence of
stock or crops exhibited at their periodic showse It was also customary to
offer premiums to farm-workers for skill in farming operations such as
ploughing and shepherding and to those who had successfully brought up
large families without recourse to charity or poor relief, Great stress was
placed upon the society shew where there would be exhibitions of stock and

machinery, and some early societies held regular discussion meetings and

published their proceedings, 4

1 Fox take a figure of thirty-five for 1800, based from analysis of the

General Views, as 'approximately correct' ('Local Farmers' Associations',
rp.lt6, 58-9), Claudio Veliz (thesis, pp.288-90) found thirty-nine societies
mentioned in the Annals of Agriculture between 1776-1809, Young's list in
the Annals (XL, 1803, pp.476~7) totailed only twenty-three. Over fifty are
listed in the Ietters and Papers of the Bath Society XII, 1810, pp.397-40
(Reproduced by Hudson, Patriotism with Profit pp.130-2.)

A Letter to the Farmers and Groziers of Britain, 2nd edn., 1819, pp.87-8.
Kenneth Hudson, The Bath and West: a Bicentenary History, 1976.

Details on the activities are given by Hudson, Patriotism with Profit, and
Fox, 'Local Farmers' Associations's, Rules and objectives of local
associations are to be found in the Annals of Apriculture and some societies -
CeBe Hé%;iord (1804), Kent (1804) and Surry (sic) (1808) published them in
pamphlg; forme.
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Lecal Agricultural Associations, 1836.

Sourcer The Agriculturist, 2 Jaawary, 1838,

FIGURE I:
1 Arundd 32, Grontham
2, Ashby de fa Zouch 32, Farleston
3. Banbury 34, Hedon
4, Baton-upon-Humber 35, Hereford
S. Bath ad Yest of England 35, hksford
6. Sedford 37, Holderness
7. Beverley 38, Hotncastle
8 Boroughbridge 39. Howdea
9, Bosion 40, W
10. Briteviton 41. lslo of Sheppey
11, Griug 42, Kent, East
12, Brislal 43, Kent, M
. Brulon 44, Kent, Wast
W, Bucks Royal 45, Kesteven
15. Burlington 46, Lancuster
16, Cambridgoshire and Ely
7. Chelmstord H
18. Chipperham
19. Cirencester
20. Coikchester
21, Conwall |
22, Derbyshire '
23. Devon .
1 23, Doncaster ’
25. Dwxset '
28, Dxitlleld
l'27. epping ,
28, Frome
29, Glemorganshire
30, Gloucestershive
31, Goole
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The most important late eighteenth and early nineteenth century shows '
were the 'sheep-shearings' organised by progressive landowners, particularly
Coke at Holkham and the Dukes of Bedford at Woburn. At fhese meetings,
which extended over several days, many of the most promiﬁent agriculturists
met to exchange views, and premiums were offered for national and local
improvements and for the skill of the farm labourcrs. The Holkham neetings
ran for forty-three years,coming to an end in 1821 amid agricultural ‘gloom
and éepression.

The influence of these early local associations is difficult to gauge
and a matter of some controversy, Macdonald, for one, has taken a highly

.

critical view, claiming that Culley avoided contact with his local society
at Newcastle because it mostly existed to pander to local landowners. He '
castigates what hLe calls the 'servile fawnings' of the writer in the

Farmer's Magazine in praise of J.C. Curwen, who held extensive shows at

Vorkington, and he dismisses agricultural societies as significant sources
of information in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries.

The view of Riches that Coke's shecep-shearings, acccunts of which were spread

'far and wide' by the Annals of Agriculture, could ‘hardly be overestimated'as

a means of spreading agricultural information is considered by Macdonald to

3

be 'nonsense'.

Tl E. Rigby, Holkham, its Agriculture ete. 1817; Richerd Noverre Bacbn,‘ﬁ
Report of 1he Transactions of the Holkham Sheep-Shearing, 1821; E. Clarke,
.'Agriculture and the House of Russell!', pp.l129-36; for a eulogistic

) 'Farewell to Holkham' see Farmers' Journal 6 July 1822,

.~ Stuart Macdonald, 'The Role of George Culley of Fenton in.the Development

of Northumberland Agriculture', Archaelogia Aeliara (5}, III, 1975, p.139;
thesis, pp.t72 znd 482-95; 'The Diffusion of Knowledge among Northumberland

Farmers', ppe32-3e
3
Z Naomi Riches, The Agricultural Revolution in Norfolk, 1237, PP« 33~}

Macdonald,thesis, pp.i73-9.
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It would be unforturate if Macdonald's view that these early agricultura;
associations were ‘'little more than self-congratulatory organisations
uninterested in stimulating new ideas or spreading the best of existing
practices! 1 were to gain general currency and that it was accepted that
they were of little importance, 2 although we need to be wary of the generally

uncritical approach adopted in Hudson's Patriotism with Profit; Fox's more

recent work places local associations in a truer perspective, although this
valuable survey ignores many of the criticisms that are made so much of
by Macdonald,.

Certainly such criticisms abound in the contemporary literature. As early
as 1730 it was noted that the general establishment of local societies requireé
some improvement and it was observed in the Anpals that agricultural societies
'seldom answered the sanguine expectation of those bf whom they were suggested's.
The value of the premium system was often questioned: it was maintained that
the judicious cultivator needed no pecuniary rewsrd to spur him on and that
yrizes mostly went to those farmers who had the best land or largest capital,
so that the smaller man had no chance of competing on equal terms. Premiums
as a reward for good conduct, or bringing up large families, were arway in
which the aristocracy could display patronage and maintain the status quo.

Agricultural Societies 'with their pompous premiums, bounties and encouragements'

1 Macdonald, ‘'Role of George Culley!, loc. cit,
e G.E. Mingay, The Agricultural Revolution: Chanpes in Asriculture 1650~

18 EO, 19?7’ p013.
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were 'mere gew-gawa',l

Many more examples of such criticisms could be cited, but thia does not
meon that Macdonald's dismissive view is valid. The gathering of farmers at
shows and meetings must have encouraged the exchange of informatién, and. the
‘great advantage of the shows was their 'power of imparting a vivid ;ﬁpreésion'.
There wa; a variety of pattern followed by local societies and ﬁhile some
vere clearly dominated by highly conservative landowners intent upon
maintaining the status quo, others'performed significant work. Agriculturists
from all over the country thought it worthwhile to attend the annuzl meetings
of the Workington Agricultural Society under the patronage of J.C. Curwen, and
the activities of this association (despite Macdonald's strictures) were said
to 'contrast with the general insignificance of such societies', being considered
to have transformed the agriculture of Cumberland during the first decade of the
nineteenth century. The Holderness Agricﬁltural Society was among the first
to have regular discussion meetings on strictly practical agricultural

topics and Hunter's Georgical Essays were produced for the York Societye.

The origins of the Royal Veterinary College can be linked to the Odiham
(Hampshire) Society and the same body conducted a questionnsire to try to
ascertain the best farming practice in different parts of the kivgdom , and
organised a rudimentary co-operative for the purchase of seed and machinerye.
As for the Holkham sheep-shearings, the impression that they made upon

contemporaries can be gauged by the 1855 recollection of John Hudson of

.

1 Anon,, Strictures upon Apricvltural Societies with a Proposal for One

on a New Plan, 1780, p.23; Annals of Agricultuvre, XXXI, 1798, pp.l-37;

He Eolland, General View of the Ag~iculture in Cheshire, 1808, p.340;

W. Stevenson, General View of the Agriculture of Dorset, 1815, p.lidS.;
‘Agricola', ed., Letters on the Rules and Regulations of Agricultural
Societien, 1842; Correspondent to Agricultural Magazine (3), II, 1808, p.
128,




Castleacre (one of the foremost Victorian 'high-farmers') that Coke gathered
around him all the scientific and practical experience that he could obtain
at the time: 'I have seen there Sir Humphrey Davy, Sir Joseph Banks,
Dre. Rigby, and the only agricultural chemist of the day, Mr. Grisenthwaiteeee
they thought there was "something looming for the future' ', 1

Hudson's remark is highly significant for the light that it throws
on the more progressive of late eighteenth and early nineteenth century local
agricultural societies and gatherings. For all those which were conservative
and inward-looking, there were others which were genuinely concerned with
agricultural progress and the generation and diffusion of agricultursl inform-
ation, and there was a small nucleus of progressive landowners and tenant~farmers
who supported local and national societies which they saw as a means of
aiding agricultu;gl advance, They comprised a group that Claudio Veliz
has identified as the '"farming interest' to distinguish it from the traditional
'landed interest' which was more comservative in outlook, From the membership
ef agricultural societies (not a wholly safe source, as membership of socigties
did not necessarily imply a progressive attitude, as we have seen) and the

authors of articles in the Annals of Agriculture Veliz estimates the membership

of the group as totalling some three thousand and suggests that they were
scientifically minded, interested in experiment, articulate, and gregarious.

Above all, they looked to the intelligent application of science to increase

1 J.C. Hincks, Some Remarks on the Princivles which should Regulate Public

Encouragement, 1847, p.l4; F.M., XIV, 1813, p.332; Hudson, Patriotism with
Profit, pp.l19-22; 'Rules of the Holderness Society', Agricultural Magazine,
XII, 1805, pp.195-203; E.J. Russell, History of Agricultural Science, p.55;
W. Bowden, Industrial Society in England towards the End of the Eighteenth-
Century, 1925, p.47. Hudson's observation was made at a meeting of the
Society of Arts, reported in FsM.(3), IX, 1856, p.356.




food production, 1 Veliz concludes that their activities did not materially
alter farming practice, but it must also be stressed that science did not

have a great deal of potential for the agriculturist at that time. - That
potential was, as Hudson put it, 'looming for the future' and the linkingi

of science to practical agriculture was a prime concern of tﬁe ea}ly:&ears of the
Royal Agricultural Society at a time when science had progressed to tﬂe extent
that its potential could begin to be realised.

Printed Media

Although there was a great diversity of English farming literature from the
sixteenth century onwards,the number of farming books published rapidly
increased during the late eighteenth and early nineteenth century; between
about 1780 and 1350 there was a considerable expansion in the number of titles
and this growth can be seen as a parallel movement to the growth of interest
in the societies and agricultural information sources generally. 2 Agricultural

books were highly variable in quality, especially before 1800. Books whicﬁ
| proclaimed some great advance in method but which were clearly written by
authors with little direct knowledgé of their subject cast suspicion upon

the whole body of farming literature, so that it became almost obligatory for

-~

1 Veliz, thesis, pp.16-38.
2 Farly farming literature is surveyed in G.E. Fussell, The 01d English

Farming Books from Fitzherbert to Tull, 15”3 to 1730, 1950, and More

0ld Enxlish I'erming Books: from Tull to the Board of Agriculture 1731-1797,

1950. Useful &r bibliographic guides are: Royzl Agricultural Society of
England, Catalopue of the Library, 1918; W.F. Perkins British and Irish

Writers on Aericulture 2nd edn., 1939; M.S. Aslin, Library Catalogue of Printed

Bocks on Aesriculbure 1471-1900,7nd edit., 19%0; A. Alexander, Cetalosue of
—— 3 ] ? ]

the Yalter F ik Perkins Agricultural Library, 19€1; Uye College, Catalopgus of

Apricultural and Horticultural Books 1543-1918, in Uye College Library,

1977. lor inforrmation on the esuthors see J. Donaldson, Agricultuwrnl

Biogrophy, 185%, and D. lcDonald, Agricuvltural Vriters 1°00-1."00, 1093,




authors to proclaim that they were 'practical farmefs'. The more important
" agricultural books between about 1750 and 1838 can be allocated to four
broad categories according to their subject matter and approach. TFirstly,
there were those books which set out to give practical gnidance and advice
on routine farm operations and information on specific techniques or farm
animalse Secondly, there were ferming tours and descriptions of fari
practice in different parts of the country. Then there were attempts to
bring the whole corpus of farming knowledge under one cover and finally,
a few works which, before 1838, examined the scientific basis of farming.
As far as there was a demand for farming books in the late eighteenth
and early nineteenth centuries it seems it waes the first category of books
that were the most popular, Probably the most widely read farming author
in the middle of the eighteerth century was William Ellis whose The

Practical Farmer: cr the Hertfordshire Husbandman first published in 1732

reached a fifth edition in 1759, the whole of his directions on farming

being brought together by an anonymous editor in 1772 as Ellis's Bushandry

Abridged and Methodised. Ellis's The Modern Husbandman or Practice of Farming

first published in 1731 and which also went through a number of editionc gave
directions according to the months of the year and this was the scheme

followed by what may well have been Arthur Young's most successful book, The

Farmer's Kalendar, first published in 1770 and which had gone through ten
editions by the time of the author's death in 1820, Young was surprised by
its continued popularity, one thousand two hundred of the fifth edition printed

in 1804 being s0ld within a month. 1 Other writers adopted this plan, an sxample

1 Gazely, The Life of Arthur Young, p.47l. For a bibliography of Young's

work see G.D. Amery, 'The Writings of Arthur Young', Journal, 85, 1924, pp.
189-205 and Fussell, More 01d Dnplish Farming Dooks, ppel54-65. G.E.

Mingey, Arthur Young and his Times, gives a selection of extracis from
his works,
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being John Lawrence's New Farmer's Calendar, 1800, which seems to have enjoyed

a degree of popularity, probably because it related to the ordinary farmer's
everyday experience. Other examples of work of this type before 1838 include

the Society for the Diffusion of Useful Knowledge's iianual of British Husbandry

wﬁich dealt with such subjects as leasing and stocking farms, buildings and

manures, cultivation, crops and stocks. The associated Farmer's Series, with

books on farm animals by Youatt became standard, Another example in this

category was David Iow's Elements of Practical Apriculture (183h4),

Tke need to transmit information about farming practice in different
parts of the country was a concern of many authors, Many of the works of
Young and Marshall can been seen in this context. Young's series of

Tours began with his Six Weeks! Tour through the Southern Counties of ¥ngland,

1768, followed by A Six Months! Tour through the North of England, 1770 and

The Farmer's Tour through the East of England, 1771, and Marshall's Rural

Economy series tegan with Norfolk, 1787, followed by Yorkshire, 1788, Gloucester,

1789, Midland Counties, 1790, West of England, 1796, and the Southern Counties,

1798+ By this time the Board of Agriculture's General Views were being producsd,

but Sir John Sinclair's ambition to produce an overall view of the farming of
England on the basis of the county surveys was never resalised. Chronicles of
farming practice continued during the nineteenth century: the third volume of

British Husbandry partly consisted of 'Reports of Select Farms' and the Royal's

series of county surveys of agriculture was, of course, a continuation of the
concern to elicit information about the best farming practice in different
parts of the country,.

As the body of agricultural knowledge increased, there were a number of
attempts to compile volumes that brought the best advice togetlier under one
.co;er>and the farming dictionary and encyclopaedia became popuiare i1t

preface of the Compleat Body of Hhsbandfy, 1756, sometimes attributed to Sir




John Hill and which claimed to draw upon the papers of 'Thomas Illale' and
others, spoke of the large amount written on farming and of the need to

'pick the few grains of corn from the loads of chaff ard present them

clean to the reader', an oft-repeated sentiment, 1 John Millds New and

Compleat System of Practical Husbandry, 1763-5, was a compiletion of

the vorks of various earlier authors, as were two volures produced by a

'Society of Gentlemen, Members of the Society for the Encouragement of Arts,

Manufactures, and Commerce', drawing upon the works of ¥llis, Miller, Hale,

Lisle, Mills, Young, Marshall and others. In the early nineteenth century,

R. Torsyth's Principvles and Practice of Agriculture Systematically Explained,

1804, was based upon agricultural information in the ¥neyclopaedia Britannica

and was followed by Thomas Potts's The British Farmer's Cyclopasdia two

Sir John Sinclair's Code of Agriculture, 1817, was comprehensive

yeaws later.

in nature and drew heavily on the reports to the Board of Agricuilure, a fact

wvhich did little to commend it to the reviewer in the Farmer's Magazine who

considered that it abounded ‘'so greatly in truism and frivolilies that it

will not bear the close inspection of the fastidious reader’. 2 Despite this,

the Code was translated into several ianguages and wenit through many editions,

Young's own project, Elements of Agriculture,was never publisheds Setting new

standards was J.C. Loudon's Encyclopaedia of Agriculture, 1825, which in

authority and thoroughness could justly claim to be the 'most complete

body of agriculture hitherto submitted to the public'.3 Much of the information

1 On the Authorship of the Compleat Body of Husbandry see Fussell, More
01d English Farming Books, ppe37-8. ~
?F.M., XIX, 1818, pp.80-1,

peiii.
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contained in this work was not directly concerned with practical farming; of

more value to the ordinary farmer was possibly Baxter's Library of As-icultural

and Horticultural Knowledge, first published in 1832.°

Much of the early farming literature was essentially empirical in

character and, before 1838, there are relatively few books in tlie fourth

category, concerned with the scientific foundations of farming. One of the

earliest works of this type was Francis Home's Principles of Agriculture

and Vegetation, 1757, which dealt with such topicé as manures, the food

of plants, and the relation of chemistry to agriculture,Ashort treatise on

the latter topic was produced by Earl Dundonald in 1795, although the lack

of general interest in this work (not altogether surprising) iﬁ showa by
the fact that the author offered to give the unsold copies of his bock

to the Board of Agriculture in 1799, 1 It has already been noted that

this body encouraged the work of Humphrey Davy. His lectures to the Board

in 1803 were published as Elements of Agricultural Chemistry, 1813. Although

Davy did not contribute much of a substantive nature, he did generate a

degree of interest in the subject. More significant,but less well-knowvn,

was Lilliam Grisenthwaite's Neu Theory of Agriculture, 1819, a long series

of letters outlining his views having apneared ia the Farmers' Journal in

1818 ang 1819. 2 The importance of this work was that it anticipated some of

the principles enunciated by Justus voun Liebig's Organic Chemistry in its

Application to Agriculture and Fhysiology, 1S840C.

1 G.B. Fussell, 'A Scottish Forerunner of Hurphrey Davy. Archibald
Cochrane, Earl of Dundonald, 1749-1831', Scottish Farmer,-57, 1949, p.625;

Board of Agriculture, Minute Book, 1799, p.22.
2 For discussion of Davy's and Grisenthwaite's work see E.J. Russell,

‘A History of Agricultural Science in Great Britain, 1965, pp.67-8o, and

G.E. Fussell, Crop Nutrition: Science and Practice before Liebig, 1971,

pr.159, 184-5 and 194-6.



~—
The impact of these books is difficult to assees and it seems likely ’
that they Qere not read by ordinary farmerse There are many indications
that even those books deemed to be generally useful were restricted in their
circulatioﬁ and confined to those limited sections of the agricultural
community.who had the ability, means, inclination, and leisure to purchase
and read them, Lord Somervill#, President of the Eocard of Agriculture
between 1798 and 1800, end himself a writor on farming topics 1 considered
that the najority of farmers were 'not a reading class of peopls! and that
the weekly journal of the county was 'the probabl; extent of their literary
pursuits's Arthur Young came to the conciusion that 'not one pamphlet in a

hundred is read by farmers', and another correspondent to the Farmers' Journal

expressed the view that there was little value in giving information to the public
in iarge and expensive volumes as 'a great proportion of those connected with
farming concerns will not buy them's The writer of the introduction to Baxter's
Library noted that a 'great presjudices.. of which is considered theory and
book-learnirg is frequently found among farmers', while Earl Spencer, who

was most concerned to aid the diffusion of written information to farmers, lamented

that the Farmerls Series was little taken by the ordinary farmers for whon it

was intended. 2

The pondereus style of many agricultural books must have inhibited their
readership, even aside from the question gf their coste This is well
illustrated by the experience of Clarke Hillyard, a well-known Northamptonshire
fafmer in the early nineteenth century, a frequent correspondent to the

Farmers' Journal, President of the Nérthamptonshire Farming and Grazing

Society and prominent in the early activities of the Koyal Agricultural Societye

-1 Ernest Clarke, 'John, Fifteenth Lord Somerville', Journal (3), VIII, 1897,
Ppe1-20.

Lord Somerville, The System followed during the last Two Years by the Board
of Agriculture, 1800, p.16; Arthur Young, Letter on the Cultivation of

Potatoes, Farmers' Journal, 30 March 1812; Ibid., 29 April 1811; Baxter's

2

Library, p.3; Grobel, thesis, p.363; Wasson p.98.
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In the preface to his Practical Farming and Grazing, first published in 1836,

he recalled that when he began farming he tried to obtain information from
those works on agriculture that were in highest repute but found them
'so verbose and so theoretical that I soon laid them aside’ preferring:to_
take every opportunity to visit well-cultivated farms and study ggodtfarming
at first hand, 1 His own work originated as a summary of practical fgrming
written for his son in 1814, one hundred and fifty copies of which were
privately printed and given away. The demand for these copies encouraged
Hillyard to produce his bock which was soon enlarged and went through four
editions in eight years. |

Given the leisure and resources needed to make use of many of the farming
books before 1838, the periodical and newspaper offered a solution to the
problen of giving information to the farming community in an acceptable form.
Afiter Houghton's Collections 1681-3 and 1692-1703 there were no agricultural
periodicals during the first half of the eighteenth century. 2 Hale's

Complete Body of Husbandry, 1756, was first issued in weekly parts. Other

early periodicale included the short-lived Museum Rusticum et Commerciale,

1769, vhich Young, in consideration of the requirements of an agricultural

periodical in 1770 characterised as a mere 'bookseller's job! 3, and the

De Re Rustica, 1769-70. These two publications carried a good deal of

material pertaining to the Society cf Arts although they had no official

Y

1 G.E. Fussell, 'A famous Northamptonshire Farmer -~ Clarke Hillyard

Esq., of Thorpelands, Northampton', Journal cf the Land Agents' Society,
50, 1951, pp.l62-k,

2 Eighteenth century agricultural pericdicals are reviewed by Idem., 'Early
Farming Journald', B.H.R., IIT, 1931, pp.417-22. '
3 Arthur Young, Rural Economy: or Iss~ys on the Practical Prrts of Husbandry,

1770, pp.56-7.
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connection with that body. A more formal arrangement for the publication
of the Society's proceedings, which at this time had 2griculture as one
of its prime concerns,came about when Robert Dossie, an active member of

the Society, arranged to publish selected communicaticns from the Society

in his Memoirs of Agriculture and other Oeconomical Arts which ran from

1768 until Dossie's death in 1782, when the Society began a regular series of

Transactions vhich continued until 1848p the Journal of the Society of Arts

was begun in 1852, 1 Another journal which had a large agricultural comtent during
the latter part of the eighteenth century was the Bath and Vest Society's

Letters and Papers which ran from 1780 until 1816, Young's Annals of Agriculture

was the most significaat of agricultural journals during the latter part of the
eighteenth century. It commenced in 178 and continued until 1808 when

Young's failing eyesight caused him to curtail some of his extensive activities.
The Annals were joined by four more agricultural periodicals around the turn

of the century: the Board of Agriculture's Commmnications (1797), Anderson's

Recreations in Agriculture, Natural History, Arts, and Miscellaneous Literature

(1799), the Agricultural HMagazine (1799) and the Farner's Magazine (1800).

The Annals contain a vast store of information on agriculture in
the form of articles, reports and enquiries but lack form and cohesion.
Anderson's Recreations stressed the need to give information in small doses
to hold public attention, but the emphasis in this periodical was very
much upon the 'miscellaneous' section and there were complaints that too

little space was devoted to agriculture. 2 The Communications contained

1 Wood, pp.329-3h.
.< James Anderson, ed., Recreations in Agriculture...; I, 1799, pp.3,287.
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long essays of considerable quality; the Agricultural Magazine and Farmer's

Magazine (between which there was corsiderable rivalry) 1 were far more
structured than the Annals, with separate sections for original communications,
reviews of publications, and agricultural reports, they established the style
that was to be followed during the first half of the ninetecnth century.
Published in Edinburgh -~ as were so many of the agricultural works of the

time - the Farmer's Magazine had some bias toward Scottish affairs but

contained extensive reports from England and may be fairly considered to

have been a national magazine. It ceased in 1825 when the publishers failed.

This gave the opportunity for a new journal to be launched, the British

Farmer's HMagazine founded by He Fleming in 1826. It was edited until 1836

by the Rev. Henry Berry who combined an interest in Shorthorns with ministry

of a large Liverpool parish. 2 Another Farnmer's Magazine was begun in 1832

as a complementary publication to the weekly Mark Lane Express and Agricultural

Journal. This combined a mixture of short articles and comment, correspondence,
reports of all types of local and national agricultural gatherings, and

market information, with a strenuous advocacy of the interests of the
tenant-farmer, Althougn hardly 'popular' in style,most of the information
that it contained was of direct relevance to the ordinary farmer, which was
not always the case with some of the other agricultural periodicals. ZEven

allowing for the rivalry which existed, there was truth in the claim-made

in the Mark Tang Fxprecs that much of the material published in the Quarterly

1 See, for example, the attack on the Farmer's Magazine in Agricultural

Magazine, XII, 1805, pp.57-8.
. 2 Hritish Farmer's Magazine, X, 1876, p.380.




Journal of Agriculiure (begun in Edinburgh in 1828) was devoted to 'subjects

uninteresting and almost valueless to the British Farmer', illustrating
this contention with reference to an issue which contained articles on the
natural history of the herring, the discovery of the tea plant in India, and a
.section on the agriculture in Hindustan.

The early development of agricultural nespapers suffered from the
difficulties comnmton to the newspaper industry as a whole: printing problems,

poor communications, post office restrictiouns, the hestile attitude of

government, and heavy taxation. 2 Although Bell's Weekly Messencer (1796)
is sometimes taken as the oldest English agricultural newspaper, that

title more properly belongs to Evans and Ruffy's Farmers' Journal begun in

1807, It was edited, wntil 1825, by Benjamin Holditch, himself a practisirg
farmer and attender of meetings and shows so that the paper was very close %o

the agricultural community. Though the contents wers not exclusively agricultural,
a substantial portion was taken up with communications on agricultural subjects,
reports, price information and, after 1815, extensive coverage of local

protection associations for which it came to be the most important mouthpiece.

In its early years Hillyard judged it to be 'so well conducted, and contained

80 many original letters on agriculturzl subjects as to make it a very

interesting paper to those engaged in agricultural pursuits®, 3 Tater its

reputation flagged and its demise wes attributed to the fact that one of

1 M.L.E., 3 June 1839,

2 A. Aspinall, 'The Circulation of Newspapers in the early Nineteenth
Century', Review of English Studies, XXII, 1946, p.2%

3 Practical Farming and Grazing, pe57e
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the proprietors, William Ruffy, had financial difficulties. . In 31832, it was

merged with Bell's Weeklv Messenger and it is thus from this year that Ball's

may be properly comsidered as an agricultural newspaper. Before 1832 the

space given to smpecifically agricultural topics was emall and its early reputation
ag a rural affairs paper chiefly derives from the Monday editionf begun in

1799, which was sent cut to reach country readers with market information,
including agricultural prices. After 1832 it was tke Monday edition which had

a column headed 'Farmers'! Journal's, The shortlived British Farmer's Chronicle

(1826-9) - a continuation of Fleming's Weckly Exnress (1823-6) - had 1ittle

on agriculture apart from price information while another ephemeral publication

was the Apriculturist (1836-7), the orgen of the Central Agricultural Association

vhich agitated particularly on the currency questions As tliere was a great

deal of internal dissension on editorial policy the Agriculturist underwant a

number of changes and on 15 May 1837 was merged with the recently launched

New Farmera' Journal, which was in turn absorbed by the Gardener's Cazette

*

- devoted to amateur horticultural topics - the following jear.

The earlier failwre of Evans and Ruffy's Farmers' Journal provided the

opportunity for the launch of what was to become the most important of the

nineteenth century agricultural newspapers and oae which is of particular

This was the Mark lane Express and

significance for the present study.

Agricultural Journal which had five joint proprietorse. These were John and

Joseph Rogerson, Cuthbert W. Johnson, William Shaw, and Dr. Je Blackstone,

The Rogersons originated from Sotby, Iincolnshire, After leaving their

1 New Farmers' Journal and Apriculturist, 30 October 1837,
g S.Morisor, John Bell 1745-1831, 1930, n.54; Idem, The English Newsnaver,

1932, pe237.




family farm at an early age - pcssibly because they hod failed in farming

though tﬁe published memoirs 1 are not very explicit on this point - they became
involved in the London printing industry. Cuthbert Johnson was a prolific writer
on fertilisers © and his close friend, William Shaw, had farmed in Wiltshire

for a time in the 1820s but later qualified as a barrister. 5 Shaw edited both

the Express and the associated Farmer's Mamazine and his great influence in
English agricultural affairs during the 1830s and 1840s will be made clear
in the course of this thesiss. The fifth proprieto?, Dr. J. Blackstone, was
later to be a medical officer for the same group's Royal Farmer's Insurance
Institution.

One of the first concerns of the Fxpress was market information for John

Rogerson had worked for a time on the Mercantile Journal and been impressed

with éhe imperfect way in which the corn markets were reported. 4 Extensive
marliet coverage was a prime feature of the paper throughout the ninetecnth
century.5 It was sent out on Monday afternoons with an account of the state of
trade in Mark Lane together with specially written reports of the Smithfield and
Newgate meat and cattle markets. Shaw gave much more extensive coverage than the
other papers to reviews of improved farming methods and 'scientific' agriculture
and it was his advocacy, from 1834k, of a central, non-political agricultural
institution devoted to the cause of agricultural progress that paved the way for

the formation of the English Agricultural Society four years latere

l F.M.(2), XXTV, 1851, pp.l-3, (Joseph Rogerson) and Ibid.(3), XVI, 1859,

Pp.87-8, (John Rogerson)a
2 See G.E. Fussell, 'Cuthbert William Johnson 1799-1878: A Prctagonist of Salt

..as a Manure', Fertiliser and Feeding Stuffs ard Farm Supplies cnizuzat, %,
1950, pp.577-80. )

3 Mere is a brief memoir of Shaw by Sir Ernest Clarke in the Dictionary o
National Biography, XVII, pp.1386-7.

b F.u.(3), XVI, 1859, pp.87-8.

2 For the history of the Mark lane Express sece issue of 31 March 1902

('70th Birthday Supplement'),
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The periodicals and newspapers that have been reviewed were part of the'
attempts in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries to improve
the communication of agricultural information and before proceeding to the
formation of the Royal Agricultural Society a brief assessment of the impact
of the printed media will be made. The overwhelming impression from contemporary
comnent is that, as has already been noted, ordinary farmers were extremely
reluctant to read on agricultural topics and were not very likely to buy the
agricultural books that were available. At the same time, the fact tkat some
of the books went through a number of editions suggests that there were at

least some agriculturists for whom they were of value, While it seems probable

that the Board of Agriculture's General Views had little direct impact on

farming practice ard it was recognised that these and the Board's Communications
had very limited circulation, 1 the early newspzpers acted as a forum for the

exchange of views among the progressive minority of farmers, Evans and Ruffy's

Farmers' Jourral kad a lively correspondence column while Bell's Weekly

Messenger outsold The Times in the 1830s. 2 However, it must be stressed that
the agricultural content of Bell's was small at this time and that the Mondesy
(country) edition accounted for less than a third of total sales.3 Stazp returns

indicate that the ¥ark Izne Exvress achieved a weekly sale of about 3,750 copies
4

in the late 18%Js.

1 p.M., xv, 1814, p.k78; Commmications to the Board of Periculture (H.S.), I,
1819, p.iii.

2 For a cocparison of the circulation of Bell's with other newspapers see A.P,
Wadsworth, *Newspaper Circulations 1800-1954°, Manchester Statistical Society
9 March 1955, p.l3.

3 In the issue of 4 August 1811 there was a claim for an average of 9,100
sales for the Sunday edition and 4,200 for the Monday edition, I am most
grateful to Dr. L, Adrian for this reference.

This estimate is from the Government stamp returns, B.P.P., 1852,
xxviii, pp.498-516. The question of tbe circulation and readership of the
Papers is treated in more detail in Chapter I of this thesis.
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These circulations are small and doubt has been expressed as to whether
the farming literature of the late eighteenth and early ninetecinth century
had much impact upon the agricultural community., Attention has been directed to
the pszudo-scientific and unpractical and inconsistent advice often given in
works of the time,1 and Macdonald is as dismissive of the agricultural books
and periodicals of this period as he is of local societies as means for the
promotion of agricultural changee Agricultural textbooks of the time,
lMacdonald §laims, contained information from the useless to the harmful, from the
contradictory to the impossible', while local neuspapers, according to
Macdonald, often propagated worthless advice. 2 Yet the last part of the
eighteenth century saw, as we have seen, the launch of a number of farming.
periodicals and it may be questioned as to whether these were iﬁtended only
for the amateur agriculturist or leisured spectator of the rural scene;
Macdonald's dismissive view fails to put the late eighteenth century interest
in farming literature into its full context. |

This is suggested by the 'farming interest'! group of Claudio Veliz.
He claims that one of the outstandirg features of this collection of
scientifically-minded progressive agriculturists was their literary
pretensions,3 and that Young's Annals came to be the most important outlet
for their writings At first sight this may seen a surprising claim because the
smali sale of the Annals and the large amount of material contributed by Young
himself has often been notede. According to Young, the circulation of the
Annals was only three hundred and fifty per issue in 1791 and Veliz suggests

a circulation peak of five hundred. However, he also notes that many of the

L Lord Ernle, 'The Wisdom and Follies of Ancient Book~Farmers', Journal .
,of the Ministry of Agriculture, XXTX, 1922, p.203; G.E. Fussell, 'The
Farming Writers of Eighteenth-Century Erngland', A.H., 21, 1947, p.l.

2 Macdonald, thesis, p.482; 'Role of George Culley', p.138; !'Diffusion

of Knowledge Among Northumberland Farmers', pp.2l-2.

3 Veliz, thesis, pe2le
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local agricultural societies were among subscribers to the Annals, and

taking their nominal membership as seventy-five, it scems quite likely that
the three thousand of Veliz's 'farming interest' group came into contact with
the Amnals, 1 This contention is further supported by his detailed analysis
of the authorship of articles contained in thems Veliz finds that over six
hundred different authors had articles in the Annals and that there was a
thardcore'! of fifty-three vho contributed more than five each. The majority
of these contributors were practising agriculturists, not amateurs, and
agricultural experimentation (twenty percent of all Annals articles between
1784 and 1809) was an abiding concern, second only in importance to general
farm management as an Annals topic. 2

To this small but highly significant group the printed medi§ do seem to
have been of importance as a means of generating and commmicating agricultural

information. It was noted in the Encyclopaedia Britannica that lack of information

was an obstacle to agricultural improvement and that publications could combat

the difficulty that farmers were often isolated from each other, 3 The majority
of 'ordinary farmers'® were probably oblivious to the 'farmiﬁg interest! group and
their articles, and the books and periodicals together with societies, had

little direct influence on the general level of the late eighteenth century
farming practice. But this is to miss the point; the societies and the associated
intergst in literature were the start of an expanding agricultural information
system vhich was to come to maturity during the nineteenth century the promise

of which, in 1800, was (like 'science'), to the pérceptive minority 'looming for
the future's This is the context in which early societies - national and local -
and the literature need to be taken, and to dismiss them as being of little import-
ance aF this time is to take & restricted view of the process of English agricul-

tural change.

.

1 Ibid., DPP.22, 25~6; Annals of Agricultufe, XV, 1791, pr.l70-1,
2 Thesis, pp.19, 21, 27, 279-87.
3 Bnclyclopuedia Britannica, I, 1810, pe327.
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CHAPTER II : THE FORMATION AND EARILY DEVEICPMENT OF THE SOCIETY

The Formation of the Societx

In the introductory section to chapter I the reasons for the fornation
of the Society in 1838 were briefly outlined, it was suggested that those
vwho were most instrumental in its foundation - William Shaw, the third Earl
Spencer, end Henry Handley - believed that agricultural practice was open
to much development and improvement by means of the employment of ’'science!
and in making information about advanced practice readily available, Iﬁ the
sections which followed,the attempts to improve agricultural information
channels in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth ceaturies were reviewed.
We may now return to the circumstances which led to the establishment of the
Royal Agricultural Society and the details of its formation, and we nsed to -
start at the beginning of the nineteenth century.

During the war ' years between 1793 and 1815 there was a sharp uptura in
agricultural prices, though this was marked by violent fluctuations. Chanmbers
and Mingzy point out that the high prices were Gue to a succession of poor har-
vests and the inflationary effects of war finance as well as the continental
blockades, and that there were high imports during some of these years. 1 The
agricultural response to these profitable farming conditions was partly the
interest in inproved methods that has been briefly reviewed, but more
particularly a considerable extension of the cultivated area., The annqal

number of enclosure bills reached a new peak quring the war years, 2 and

1 The Apricultural Revolution 1750-1880, pp.llk-5.
2 Thid., pe83.
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invelved over three million acres during the first two decades of the

nineteenth century. Much of this was inferior land which had not been wanted

when lower prices obtained before 1793. 1

The price of wheat fell markedly betwsen 1813 and 1815. Prices were
higher in 1817 and 1818 but then sank from 86s 3d, to 4bs 7d. per quarter
in 1822 asaibstantial imports brought in during 1318 - when the price was above
the 80s. level fixed by the Corn Law of 1815 - augmented the large produce
from the abundant harvests of 1821 and 1822, =

With this sharp fall in prices there was much talk of 'depression' and
'distress' in the agricultural ccmmmity which, in some districts at least,
was real enough as rents had often been raised in line with wartime profits
but had not been reduced to take account of the changed post—wa; conditions,
The predominant reaction among agriculturists to this new situation, including
the scientifically-mninded 'farming iaterst group', was to call for even more
protection than that afforded by the 1815 legislation. 3 Mitchison has
remarked that what was wanted at this time was not the 'research, enthusiasm,
and information' that we have reviewed but persistent éressure on Governument
which was 'refusing to conduct its economic policy exclusively in the interests
of farimers or proprietors'. t Agitation was led by George Vebb Hall through
his Agricultural Association, a national body which had numerous local branches.

For a time this movement was articulated through the pages of the Farmers!

Journal -~ the first of many farmers' movements of the nineteenth century.

1 Chandos Wren Hoskyns, 'The Progress of English Agriculture During the last
Fifteen Years', Journal of the Society of Arts, IV, 1855, p.272.

- Charbers and Mingay, pp.l24-5,

3'Veliz, thesis, p.iOe

b '01d Board', p.62. -

2
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Topical issues of the Farmers' Journal were sent grafis to farmers' market inns

to ensure wide coverage of the Association'’s views, 1 and between 1820 and

1822 four hundred and seventy five petitions relating to agricultural distress
wore presented to Parlisment,

Webb Hall's movement soon lost support; his rather uncompromising and
ill-thought aut views were discredited when he failed to make much impression
in his appearance before the Select Committee on Agricultural Distress in
1821 where he was questioned by David Ricardo. 3 In addition, another group
emerged vho believed that low agricultural prices were essentially attributable
to the Currency Act of 1819 which had a deflationary effect by returning the
country to the gold standarde Many agriculturists did not appreciate the
monetary arguments but felt the effects of the Act by the restriction of
credit by country banks, although this was also a reflection of an increasing
tendency to view the tenant farmer as a poor risk with regard to lending in
contrast to the position that had obtained before 1815. b _

The agricultural agitation died away as prices recovered, not to wartime
levels, but to figures which were above.those which were usual in the 1770s

and 1780s. On a decennial view, however, wheat prices declined., The Tollowing

-
figures are given by Fairlie ? for the first four decades of the nineteenth

" century:

1 Spring and Crosby, p.l2l; Travis L. Crosby, Fnglish Farmers and the
Politics of Protection 1815-1852, 1977, pe36e
B.P.P., 1822, V, pe67.

> Crosby, ppe42~3e
b L.S. Pressnell, Country Banking in the Indugtrial Revolution, 1956, pp.348-9.

5 §. Fairlie, 'The Corn Iews and British Wheat Production 1829-1876', E.H.R.
(2), XXII, 1969, pel05« On the accuracy of the Corn Averages on which
Fairlie's statistics are based see Wray Vamplew, 'A Grain of Truth: The

Nineteenth Century Corn Averages', A.H.R., 28, 1980, ppsl~17.

2
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Tablet I Decennial Wheat Prices, 1800 ~ 1840

Period Price per ouarter
1801-10 83s 94
1811-20 - 87s 54
1821-30 59s 54
1831-40 57s 104

This demonstrates the lower price levels of the 1820s and the 1830s
compared with the first two decades, although they also show a degrees of steability

around the lower level. The 1830s figures would not have been so low but

for exceptionally depressed prices between 1833 and 1835, The explanation

of the phenomenon of falling, or flat, prices at a time of rising population

and demand is a matter of some controversy. A general view has been that this

was a reflection of rising prodﬁctivity and output brought about by new
nethods B though this has been questioned by Fairlic. The nature of post-
Napoleonic arable adjustments has been given more recent - and still inconclusive -
consideration by A.R. Wilkes. 3 The problems cannot be fully examined here,

but features of the period between 1815 and 1837 do need consideration inasmuch
as they relate to the reasons why Shaw, Spencer, and others called for what A
amounted to a programme of agricultural intensification which led to the
formation of the Royal Agricultural Societye.

It §s not disputed that during the war peiod much land was brought into

arable production and, with the costs of reclamation, those responsible may

1 G.E. Fussell and M. Compton, 'Agricultural Adjustments after the
Napoleonic Wars', Economic History, .IV, 1939, pp. 184-204; Betty Kemp,
'Reflections on the Repeal of the Corn Laws', Victorian Studies, V, 1962,

_bb.lBh-ZOh; Chambers and Mingay, pel27.

?'S.'Féirlie, 'The Corn Laws and British Wheat Production 1829-76¢,

5 A.R. Wilkes, 'Depression and Recovery in English Agriculture after the
Napoleoni¢ Wars', unpub. PheD. thesis, University of Reading, 1975, and
'Adjustments in Arable Farming after the Napoleonic Wars', A.H.R., 28,1980,

PP L4 90-1030




have been reluctant to give it up immediately on the return to peacetime
conditions. Additional enclosures fell away sharply after 1815, and

contemporaries thought that the increased arable area was quite adequate to

supply the needs of the increasing population during the 1820s. 1

At the lower price levels obtaining, it would still be possible for
individual agricultursts to maintain or improve their rpositiomi by increasing
output per unit area., That there were attempts to do this is shown by the
substantial increase in the consumption of fertilisers and manufactured
feeding-stuffs after 1815. Professor Thompson's statistics show a 'take-off!

in the importation of bones and manufactured oilseed cake during the 1820s, 2

and although the unit productivity increments from these inputs . is problematical
(a question which will be given further consideration later in this thesis)
they mey reasonably be assumed to have led to an increase in output, Wilkes
has recently pointed to an increase in wheat acreage on the 'claylands' during
the 1820s and 1830s as also contributing to gain in output during the period. -
The view that agricultural output kept brozdly in line with, or slightly exceed-
ed demand in the 1820s and 1830s does not,.therefore, seem unreasonable, and that
oversupply was the reason for the plummet in price in the years of very
good harvest. Between 1833 and 1835, there was much renewed talk of 'depression!
and 'distress' but this was a far from universal feature of the agriculturist's
position in the 1820s and 183%0s.

The line of thought which looks to rising productivity during the 1820s

and 18308 also suggests that this was a most marked feature of the lighter

1 Hoskyns, 'The Progress of English Agriculture', p.272.

?'*Sebond Agricultural Revolution', pp.73-5: average annual importation of

' bdnes! according to these figures, rose from 4,400 tons 1821-4 to 16,100
tons 1825-31 and of oilseed cake 10,63 tons to 24,035 over the same

periOdo
3 Wilkes, 'Adjustments in Arable Farming'.
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soils and that there was a widening productivity differentisl between these

1
or vhere farmers or

and cold, wet soils, where turnips could not be grown
Lopdavmers were unwilling or unable to make the necessary investment in

improvements. The view which emphasises this widening differential in the

competitive position of different classes of soils - more particularly the
lightland/clayland dichotomy - is by no means invalidated by Wilkes's recent
claim that there was an expanded wheat acreage on the claylands and, in any

case, this is hardly a very novel finding. David Grigg, for example, has

discussed the apparent paradox of an increasing acreage of wheat on inferior clays

even though'it might have been expected that pasture would offer greater returns

in the face of more buoyant prices for livestock products. In south Lincoln-

shire, he attributed this reaction to the expectation among farmers that wheat
prices would recover, high losses from sheep rot in 1827, the slowness of newiy-
sown grassland to come into production, and the fact that recently ploughked
clays can give good yields for an initial period before their nutrient store is

seriously depleted. The fact that farmers in other regions may also have

been making this response so increasing total ocutput and leading to price
stability emphatically does not mean that the clays were a dynamic sector of
the agrarian ecoﬁomy, as claimed by Wilkes. Grigg also attributesthe process
of increasing output in south Lincolnshire during this period to the more
general adoption of the methods of the 'agrarian revolution' - turnip growing
and greater stocking densities - and clearly recognises low prices as a stimulus

to improvement at this time. 3 The extension of the arable acreage, though not

1 Chambers and Mingay, p.127; E.L. Jones, The Development of English

Agriculture 1815-1873, 1968, pp.l4-15,
2 D.B. Grigg, The Agricultural Revolution in South Lincolnshire, 1966, p.128,

3 Tbide, ppo158-9o



on very marginal land, with intensification on suitable soils has also been
noted as a feature of Nortﬁumberland agriculturce during the first half of the
nineteenth century.

The loss of the competitive position of the claylands, perceived as
the traditional 'granaries of England', was often noted by commentators
during the 1830s, including William Shaw. There are frequent indicaticns in the
1836 Select Committee on Agricultural Distress evidence that there were
piecemeal attempts to rectify this situwation, as in draining with turf or stones.
Indeed, it was the attention that this committee focussed on the potential
of Smith of Peanston's draining methods - that were hoped to make great improve-
ments to the clays if more generally known -~ that provided one of the motives for
the formation of the Society. For those who looked for improveé'methods to
further raise productivity there was the apparent contradiction, referred to
at the cutset of this chapter, of oversupply leading to low prices and depression
in good harvest years. But there was also the perception of the feature of the
rising population and changed demand - as stated by Hoskyas -~ +to underpin
the programme of agricultural intensification envisaged by the foundern of the
Royal Agricultural Society, and the prospect of some amelioration of the
position of the agriculturist on the less favourable soils,

Given the rather intangible prospect of improved methods and the
possible economic contradictions of agricultural intensification, it is fairly
readily understandable that for many landowners and agriculturists - particularly
those on the less favoured soils or who lacked capital - clamours for legislative
support as by relief of financial burdens, currency reform, and the maintenance

of protection had greater appeal. Thus there vas at least some degree of

1 Stuart Macdonald, 'Agricultural Responses to a Changing Market during
the Napoleonic Wars', E.H.R.(2), XXXIII, 1980, pp.70-l.




78

———

polarisation between what Iinker has seen as the 'Party of Memory'! who looked
back to wartime high prices which might be revived by government support

and the 'Party of Progress' who looked to improved technique and sustain rural
prosperity. 1 These categories must not be drawn too sharply for many leading
agriculturists were, for example, interested in experiments with bone dust

at the same time as they called for repeal of the Malt Tax. Similarly, it was
not an unreasonable point of view to argue that protection was necessary to
support improved methods, rather than the opinion of Hogkyns that scientific
agriculture would render protection unnecessary. waever, the 'Party of lMemory!
were those who followed the Marquis of Chandos and at the dinner of the Royal
Buckingham Agricultural Associztion in 1834 applanded the sentiment that

New fangled nonsense ain't the thinrg
To gull the British farmer,2

vhile the 'Party of Progress' promoted a non-political, national agricultural
institution dedicated to advanced farming and the spread of best practices

Most accounts of the foundation of the Royal Agricultural Society stress
the part played by the third Earl Spencer who formally proposed it at the annunal
dinner of the Smithfield Club held on 11 December 1837. 3 While Spencer's

involverrent was crucial, it is William Shaw, editor of the Mark Lane Express

and Farmer's Magazing, who may most properly be considered the founder of
the Society. The launch of the Express in 1832 coincided with the sharp

downturn in the price of wheat, In the face of renewed 'cdistress' Shaw

Iinker, thesis, p.tib.

F.M., II, 1835, cited by D.C. Moore, 'The Corn laws and High Farming',
E.H.R.(2), XVIIX, 1965, p.549 and The Politics of Deference, 1976, p.342,
.E'Fbr example, E. Clarke, 'The Foundation of the Royal Agricultural Society?,
Journal (3), I, 1890, pp.2~3; Scott Watson, p.15; Wasson, 'Third Earl
Spencer', p.95. The dinner was reported in F.M., VIII, 1838, pp.47-8; See also
Ce David Edgar, 'Honest Jack Althorp - Founder of the Royal', Journal, 141,
1980, pp.l10-22.
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advocated a radical programme which included a call for a fifty per cent rent
reduction, a tax on incomes of over three hundred pounds as a substitute for tithes
and local taxes, and a limitation on the size of farms to three hundred
acres in rich districts and five hundred in poorer arcas, 1 From 1834
onwards Shaw persistently called for scme form of central agricultural
society, and produced a plan for a body that was to be styled the 'Royal
Agricultucal Society'. This was to protect the interests of agriculture but
with the significant rider: 'in so far as it may be consistent with the
prosperity of the other branches of industry'. Shaw placed stress on the
model of the Highland Society and the Paris Central Society and looked to his
Society to act as a centre of communications with local and overseas societies,
maintain a museum and library, sponsor reports and lectures, and hold an
annual meeting in the country.

Shaw's propcsal was taken up, but not in the wey that he had hoped.
Deputaticns from various egricultural associations whose chief interest was
in legislative action met at Aylesbury on 12 Noverber 1835 under the auspices
of the Duke of Buckingham and his son , the Marquis of Chandos. The outcome
of this meeting was the formation of a Central Agricultural Scciety during the
Smithfield Show week of 1835, 3

The official title of this grcup was the 'Central Society for the
Prote;tion and Encouragement of Agriculture's 'BEncouragement' was taken to
mean the application of science to agriculture but from the start, the

'"Protection' part was very much to the fore. 4 The Secretary of the

_? Shaw's arguments are reviewed in M.L.E., 31 March 1902 (70th Bi:ilhday
2'..Shpplement'). - )
2 'Royal Agricultural Society', F.M., IIT, 1835, pp.i43-9. Shaw reviewed his
‘efforts to create the Society in 1840: F.M.(2), II, pp.73-k. -
3 'Meeting of thie Agricultural Deputations at Aylesbury', F.M., I1I1,1825,
pp.492-8; 'Central Agricultural Society! F.M., IV, 1836, pp.8-16.
It is for this reason that the 'Central' was not considered in the

review £f national improvement societies antecedent to the Royal.
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'Central' was Robert Montgomery Martiﬁ : a writer and statistician, who
had returned to England in 1830 after extensive travel in the colonies
and who had been impressed, on his return, with the widespread manifestationg
of rural distress, incendiarism, and depression in manufacturing., .Mgftiﬁ's
remedy was currency reform. In this, he aligned himself to thosé agriculturists
who believed that low prices were essentially attributable to the deflationcry
effects of Peel's Currency Act of 1819, At the inaugural meeting of the
Central Society there was 'great cheering' when Earl Stanhope referred to the
distress caused by that 'Edict of Confiscation, Peel's Bill', 2 while it
was argued, rather illogically, that 'every shilling taken from circulation
wes a shilling taken from the value of that sold on the market'. 3

But the currency issue was divisive; Chandos refused the presidency
of the Central for this reason, and warred against agitation on currency
which he thought would be abortive, and would lead to a failure of the agricul-
tural interest to exert full pressure on government. Chandos was more interested
in protection and the Malt Tax, and the motive for his courting of the
Buckinghamshire farmers was to mould them into an electoral power-base by
bringing them into the ranks of the Conservative Party, which, in his own
area, he did with some success.

Thus the 'Central Society' of 1835 incorporated from the start an
ill-assorted collection of interests? the ultra-high Tory landed aristocrat;
the political economists; country bankers (William Medley, a failed country

banker, was the treasurer 5);and assorted tenant farmers. Their affinity of

1 Here I am indebted to Prof. F.H.H. King for information from his biography
of Martin currently in preparation. ‘

2 Crosby, pp.57-8.

5 'Certral Agriculiurel Scciety', F.M,IV, 1836, p.9: 'Meeting of the
Agriculturol Deputotions at Aylesbury', Ibid., III, .93,

b Crosby, pp.88-93a.

5

Medley wus a friend of Martin's father. Martin resided with Medley during

the formotion of the Central Association,
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interest is found in Martin's speech to the inaugural dinner of the Association:
'God forbid that the prayer of the false political economist should ever be
realised, and that England should become the manufacturing workshop of the
world'. 1 The Central declared that the 'Agriculture of the Kingdom'was-the.
foundation of national prosperity in every other matter by which thAé_
prosperity is produced’, 2 sentiments which represent those of a 'Party of
Memory' which sought to uphold the dominance of the agricultural and
landed interest. Rural prosperity would be sec#red by high prices maintained
by a benevolent legislature rather than by 'scientific' farming which would
need substantial inputs of capital, changes in the relationship between
landlord and tenant , and the traditional basis of rursal éociety.

When it became clear that the main preoccupation of the Central Society
was to be the currency question, Shaw criticised the course taken and
became more persistent in his calls for a non-political 'scientific' Societye.
In contrasting the economic advantage of marufacturers with agriculturists
Shaw claimed that their success and prosperity derived not from the 'liberality
of a free trade Parliament' but solely from their own 'exertions, capital
and macyinery' which allowed them to beat competitors. Shaw then went on
to report on experiments with steam ploughs which had received the attention
of Henry Handley. 3 He published a 'political companion' to the Farmer's
Magazine which gave the view of other newspapers on the Central's prosecution

of the currency question, most of which were unfavourable; 4 and he gave

1 Agriculturist, 2 January 1836. I am grateful to Prof. King for drawing

this to my attention,
= 'Meeting of the Agricultural Deputations at Aylesﬁury', pp.497-8,
3!‘_._!»_1_.; IV, 1826, ppe.2-3.
b Ibid., pp.82-9.
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prominence to a letter from A.G. Spiers, M.P. for Paisley, to Montgomery
Martin in which he stated that he could not accept an invitation to Join
the Central because its objects were not those of the Highland Soéiety -
science and the encouragement of agriculture. The true friend of'agficulturé
was a more scientific system of tillage not the Marquis of Chan&os,'é
'nobleman violently conservative in his politics, htile to the liberal
ministry, advocate of the Corn Laws, and of restrictions and monopoclies'.

The Central propagated their views through their own newspaper, the

Apriculturiste. It tried to affiliate local associations, which it did with

partial success, though many local groups evinced a reluctance to become involved.
Support for the Society soon began to fall away, particularly with the

revival of prices during 1836, Martin was essentially an interloper on the

scene and internal dissension is apparent when a leader in Bell's Veekly

Messenger announced that the paper was to be the medium of communication

to agriculturiste at large 2 in place of the Martin-edited Agricwlturist. The

new version of this, the New Farmers'! Journal and Agriculturist,claimed that the

Central's original organ had failed because the columns were all taken up. with
one important question. 3 Increased concern with some aspecis of agricultural
improvement is apparent at this time, and Bell's carried reports of the

Central's experiments with grass seed, rye grass, wheat, and manures.

Shaw at the Mark Isne FExpress continued to allege that the Central, that

'political abortion, the offspring of a confederacy of bankrupt landowners,

1 F.M., IV, 1836, pp.115-6.

2 BW.M., 5 June 1837, I am grateful to Miss Sarah Joynes for this and
subsequent Bell's references during this beriod.

3 New Farmers! Journal, 15 May 1837, referring to the Central's preoccupation

with the currency issue.
4 For exanmple, B.U.M., 24 July, 28 Auwgust, 11 and 18 September and 25

Dacember 1837.
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mercenary speculators, and merciless currency-mongers', 1 had given insufficient
attention to matters on agricultural improvement. He gave prominence in

1836 to letters calling for more agricultural chemistry. 2 Attention was focussed
on the Select Cormittee on Agricultural Tistress (which had been moved:by.the
Marquis of Chandos in 1835) and its failure to report. 3 Shaw Le%ev;h's

Remarks on the Present State of Agriculture, which was the only tangible result

of his Committee's deliberations, was published in full. b This stressed
the perceived advantage of the lighter lands over the clay lands and, in
particular, looked to draining after Smith of Deanston's principles to help
redress the btalance; Smith's sub-soil plough would be ‘as important to the
heavy lands as turnip husbandry was to the light lands’'. > There were calls
publighed for the re-appointment of a Board of Agriculture and references to
the 'new discoveries astonishing the world by their results'. Agriculture
presented a wide field for improvement and discovery, but suffered from a

'‘want of communication which characterises the manufacturing part of the

6

community*,
This, thern, is the context of the formation of the English Agricultural

Societye Shaw had done the preparatory work through persistent attacks

on the Central and calls for a 'scientific' non-political national institution

after the model of the Highland or Paris Central Society. Spencer was an

appropriate person to formally propose the new Society. His concern for the

1 M.L.E., 22 January 1838 (from Bedford Beacon).

2 10n pgricultural Chemistry', FuMa, V, 1836, pp.27-33, 77-81, 157-60.
3 Ibid., pp.235-6.

¥ Ibid., pp.248-s6.

2 Tbid., pp.250-1.

6 Ibid., VII, 1837, pp.51l-2.
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efficient communication of information'has'already been noteds He was known
to the agricultural community, and in August 1837 founded the Yorkshire
Agricultural Society which for some years was to sponsor a premiué list .
larger than that of the Royal. It was Shaw, however, who induceg‘Spéncer
to make his proposal at the Smithfield Club dinner. Spencer mef witg Shaw
at the headquarters of the Club on 8 December 1837 together with Brandreth Gibbs,
Secretary to the Club. Spencer agréed with Shaw's suggestions that
he should launch the proposed institution, on the condition that he could
obtain the support of the Duke of Richmond to give political balance.
Thus it was no accident that when Spencer made the proposal he had before him
‘one of the largest meefings of agriculturists ever assembled at the club'e
They were gathered there as a result of much preparatory work, the bulk of
which had been carried out by William Shawe.

In his speech to the Smithfield Club dinner, Spencer suggested that
efforts for agricultural improvement should not be devoted to stock alone,
as was the concern of the Club, This, being in the metropolis, was 'totally
useless ' for the promotion of the general purposes of agriculture's, Farming,
Spencer maintained, was in its infancy, and there was little application
of science to agricultural practice; but with successful experiments,
explained and made practicable, he had no doubt that 'an improvement would
soon take place that few had now any conception of'. Thne Duke of Richmond
extolled the benefits of the Highland Society ir diffusing agricultural

information and he could not see ‘why the farmers of England.should fail to

1 B.H.T. Gibbs, The Smithfield Club. A Short History of its Origin and

Progress, 1857, p.lk.
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imitate so excellent an example'. 1 In commenting upon the proceedings Shaw
reviewed the failure of the Central and the problems that had faced
agriculturists since he had 'commenced the dedication of our labours to the
service of the British Agriculturists' (1832). He urged the importaqéé of
cultivating the science of agriculture, and of enquiring into the.ap;iication
of chemistry to agriculture as a remedy, and emphasised the point insisted
upon by Spencer that there would be few important results unless 'politics
and all matters which might become subjects of legislative enactment' were
scrupulously avoided at the meetings of the proposed institution.2
During the early part of 1838 the new Society was promoted in & number
of ways. Henry Handley, 3 M.P. for Lincolnshire, made efforts to obtain
influential support from members of Parliament. In a letter to Richmond, Spencer
stressed the neeq to obtain at least twenty subscrilers of fifty nowrds eack ia
get the new institution under way and looked to Handley to achieve this,hoping
that he would get the names of some 'outrageous Tories and Corn Law people'.
Handley also published an influential 'open letter' to Spencer. Here
he alluded to the failure of the Board of Agriculture and maintained that the
very time when it failed was the time when it was most needed, a reference to
the agricultural distresscf 1822, Parliamentary interference was not the
ansver to lover prices; rather, the lowering of costs and the utilisation of

the discoveries of science would put farming on the road to prosperity.-

.

*Smithfield Club Dinner', F.M., VIII, 1838, pp.47-8.

'National Agricultural Institution', Ibid., pp.l-3.

Handley was the son of a Lincolnshire solicitor and an ‘'independent

man of the people'. Apart from his interest in scientific sgriculture
he .also campaigned against the lialt Tax. For a memoir, see F.ll., (2), XI,
1845, pp.l-k,

Wesl Suvssex Record Office, Goodrood MSS, 1597, Spencer to Richriond 10
January and 14 February 183S.
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Agriculture, according to Handley, was tco much dominated by the 'old school!
who regarded innovation with suspicion, had ne time for 'book~learning',
confined their lives to their own immediate neighbourhoods, and. had minds
unwilling to seek or appreciate new information. Thus such improvemenfs és
had been discovered were slow to travel. In contrast, Handley cldime& that
there was also a new class of men who were prepared to strive after kﬁowledge
and utilise the new facilities of internal communicationol Science - chemistry,
botany, entomology, mechanics ~ was to be the 'pilot' that would steer them into
'hitherto imperfectly explored regions'e. Topics in the minds of thinking
farmers were such questions as what was the food of plants? How were soils
formed? How could manure best be prepared? What was the role of minerals -
lime, gypsum, salt? Why had bones acted so well in parts of the Midlands but
failed elsewhere? These were the questions that Handley thought that the new
Society should consider, and it would additionally help to spread such advances
as improved seedscf Col. Le Couteur and the machinery developed by Ransomes.
But all this could only be achieved if politics were rigorously excluded. 1
While Handley was eliciting support for the proposed institution, Shaw
concentrated on making the provincial press aware of the project. In his
first communication to Richmond on the subject, he enclosed a list of some
of the most important subscribers who had been recruited and stated that

there héd been favourable comment in more than fifty local newspapers, 2 and

he gave full coverage to this local support in the Mark Iane Express. 5 The

general merits of the proposal were widely debated and correspondents to -

the Ixoress and Farmer's Magazine echoed the points that had been made by

. Henry handley, M.P., A Letter to Earl Spencer on the Formation of a Natignal
Agricultural Trstitution. 1838, See also F.M., VIII, 1838, pp.191-98.

2 Goodwood 1S3, 1458, Shaw to Richmond 21 February 1838.

2

” See, fov example, issves of 1 and 15 January 1838.
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the principals, Shaw, Spencer, and Handley, To Cuthbert Johnson, the new
institution would have 'no Polar Star except the increased prosperity of
agriculture! and science would enable agriculture to meet the Malfhusian.
prediction of excessive population growth. Carleton Smythies stresséd the
difficulty of the communication of information on agricultural e;pe;iment
and the inadequacy of rural education, and called for more experimental
farms. Others looked to the potential of new improved communication in
spreading techniques from one district to another and quoted the motto
of the Society for the Diffusion of Useful Knowledge, 'Knowledge is Power',
Not all communications were favourable. There were those which still
supported the Central Society which Shaw maintained ‘'existed only in name'
and had done little for agricultural improvement. 2 thers questioned how
much the Highland had actually achieved and misgivings were expressed on
the potential of science, for which so much was claimeds For 'Rusticus'
the history of agriculture did not furnish one single instance of any
assistance from science: four best chemists cannot farm, and our best farmers
are no chemists's The shortcomings of agriculture were essentially due to
mismanagement, The practitioners of agriculture were not educated for the
business as they were in other professions: ‘I know of a nobleman in
England who lately employed a disbandcd seaman to manage his farmes.e. When
do we hear of a manufacturer employing a seaman or a publican to superinternd
hig manufactory?‘. 3.

late in February 1338, Spencer informed Richmond of his intention of

1 Ibid., and FcN., VIII, 1838, pp0162’3.
'Fair Pley', letter, M.L.E., S5 January 1838.
3 F.M., VIII, 1838, ppe164-5.
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putting an advertisement for the proposed society in the Fxpress and Bell's,

though he had some doubt as to whether the latter would publish it. 1 These
advertisements duly appeared and it was with 'no ordinary feeling; of.
satisfaction' that, in March, Shaw was able to announce the 'firsf géhisive

step toward the formation of an English Agricultural Society'. 2 The advertise-
ment alluded to a proposed meeting for © May at the Freemasons' Tavern. In
April Shaw was able to publish the'addition of the names of Sir Robert Peel, the
Marquis of Exeter, and the Duke of Wellington to the growing list of supporterse
Shaw stated that Conservatives were welcome, so that the new Society would be
seen to be non-political, It was also important to stress the uniformity of
opinion on the necessity of promoting improvement in agriculture. 3 Immediately
preceding the meeting convened to form the English Agricultural Society Shaw
published a long-leader which enunciated farseeing principles for the nev
Society:

The Society about to be formed will not seek to promote or
maintain erroneous principles or to uphold one class in the state
of injury to the rest nor to advocate politically the importance
of one branch of national industry to another. The great axiom
and object of its exertions will be directed to the advancement
of such improvements in every department of agriculture, and to
their speedy ard general diffusion amongst the whole agricultural
cémmunity, as may enable them to profitably convert our barren
wastes to a fertile soil and to render our cultivated lands still

more fruitful.
The rationale for this, Shaw claimed, was the increasing population which

made such improvements imperative.

1 Goodwood MSS, 1275, Spencer to Richmond 22 February 1838,
2 M.L.E., 19 March 1838,
Tbid., 9 April 1838,

l
' Tbid ., 20 April 1838.
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At the meeting of 9 May, 1 Spencer took the chair and re-~iterated the
points that have already been reviewed; the importance of the exclusion
of politics, the example of the Highland, and the need to diffuse -information
in a cheap form. He was then followed by Richmond and Handley. At tﬁis:point
there was considerable disruption when a group of dissidents attémpééd to
put a motion to the effect that the proposerociety vwas 'delusive in '
principlets This group had had a meeting the previous night when it was
claimed that the proposed English Agricultural Society disavowed the principle
of protection. A representative of the Cambridgeshire Association claimed
that the superiority of Scotch farming was due to freedom from tithes and
a low poor rate as well as the 'privilege of the circulation of one pound
notes's Handley and Shaw ILefevre had abandoned their commitment to farmers,
it was claimed. There was support for this from J.S. Allnat from Berkshire
who claimed that the proposed society would destroy the agricultural interest
and reduce it to 'penury and beggary'. After some more disturbance the
dissidents left the meeting. They were representatives of the Central Society,
but it must be noted that by this time many of the leading supporters of
the Central had withdrawn, and some, such as E.S. Cayley, M.P., joined the
English‘Society. The Central went into dissolution at the time of the
foundation of the new Scciety, 2 while some of the remaining diehards - who

tried to disrupt the Freemasons' Tavern meeting - went on to form the

1 This was very widely reportede The account used here is from

F.M., VIII, 1838, pp.kho-448.
2 B.W.M., 14 May 1838.
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insignificant Farmers' Central Agricultural Society.

The resumed meeting was then addressed by Peel, who interestingly made
reference to the importance of agricultural improvement, the appliéatipn of
capital and science to agriculture, and the danger of political Qiécpésion
which was inimical to general improvement., After further addresées'éhe
meeting separated. The following is a summary of the most importance resolutions

that had been made:

A Society be established for the Improvement of Agriculture in
England and Wales; and that it be called the 'English Agricultural
Society'. )

Prop: Richmond, Sec: Handley.

That it be a fundamental law of this Society, that no question be
discussed at any of its meetings of a political tendency, or which
shall refer to any matter to be brought forward or pending in either
of the Houses of Parliament,.

Prop: Peel, Seci Shaw Lefevre.

That the Society shall consist of two classes of subscribers.
The one to be called Governors, subscribing annually Five Pounds;
the other, members, subscribing annually One Pound; either the
one or the other to be permitted to become Governors or members
for their lives by the payment in one sum of the amount of ten
annual subscriptions.

Prop: Fitzwilliam, Sec: Pusey.

See circular in Toid.,21 May 1838. As for Martin, essentially the

founder of the Central, in March 1838 he proposed a revival of the

Board of Agriculture (B.V.M., 26 March 1838), a project that had interested
‘him for some time. In 1835 he had obtained an interview with Thomas
Spring Rice on the subject, but to no avail. Martin, having seen the
failure of the Central to mobilise opinion on the currency question,

had 1little further dealings with agriculture, but in 1842 he propesed

an agricultural department of the Board of Trade to collect agriculiural
siatistics, and he communicated with Milner Gibson on the point in

July 1846, Dut apart from the brief career with the Central, Martin

was not a sipuificant figure in English Agriculture. He was made

Trensurer of leng Kong in 1844, (Infermation suoplied by Prof. King).
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Additional resolutions included the appointment of a committee to frame
rules and appoint officers, and to report to a General Meeting to be held
27 June. (Chichester and Cayley,)

Only a few comments are needed on these resolutions. The 'hoﬁfpélitical'
element was at once incorporated as a fundamental rule, with important
consequences vhich will be examined in a later section. There was some
oprosition to the division between classes of members, as bringing a
wedge between landlord and tenant. This was denied, the motive being financial -
it was thought better to raise funds by a higher set class of subscription, than
to rely on large donations which might give excessive influence to individvals.
. plan’to hold meetings in different parts of the country was a response
to the need to take improvements to backward parts of the country and to forge
links with the ldcal agricultural community. Fitzwilliam was actively involved
in the affairs of the British Association. Cayley's name among the list of
proposers and seconders of the various motions is significant because he had
been one of the leading figures in the Central Society. He made the point
that the foundation of the English Agricultural Society did not mean that
farmers- could nd agitate political questions elsewhere. 1 With the election
of a large Committee to carry on the business of forming rules and to choose
officerz the following day, the English Agricultural Society had come into
being.

The Farly Development of the Society

The Committee of Management appointed at the Freemasors' Tavern meeting

See his vigorous defence of the Corn Laws written December 1845 Letter frow
E.S. Cavley, FEsa., M.P. to Lord John Russell on the Corn Laws reported

in F.M. (2), XXIV, 1846, prp.23-6 and 146-53. For a memoir of Cayley see
F.M. (2), X, 184k, and obitury Ibid. (3), XXT, 1862, pp.35h;6.
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convened the following day vhen resolutions were passed with regard to the
consfitution of the Society. It was to consist of a President, Twelve Vice-
Presidents, Governors and Members. The Society was to be run by afCommittee
of Management consisting of the President, Vice-Presidents, and fifty ‘subscribers,
to be elected at the annual meetings, twenty-five to.go out annually by rotation,
but eligible for re-election. All Governors were to have power of attending
meetings of the Committee, but witﬂout voting power unless forming part of the
éommittee. The President was to be elected annually and not be eligible for
re-election in less than three years. Subscriptions were to be paid in advance,
due on thg first day of January each year.

The meeting elected Spencer as the first President and William Shaw as
Secretary. Spencer's election was, of ccgrs;, entirely predictable though he
had expressed concern to Richmond that the matter should not be decided in
advance of the meeting of 9 May. Spencer had also given considerable thought
to the question of the secretaryship. He was aware that Shaw wanted the position
and although Spencer came to the conclusion that Shaw would 'do better than
anyone', he had expressed the view in correspondence to Richmoud that Shaw's
position as editor of an agricultural newspaper was something of a disqualifi-
cation; William Youatt and Cuthbert Johnson were among other names that
Spencer considered during the éarly part of 1833, 1 Shaw continued as Secretary

until 1840 when James Hudson,2 (vho had earlier been an assistant librarian

.

1 Goodwood MSS. Spencer to Richmond 14, 22 February, 27 March 1838.
Not to be confused with John Hudson, of Castleacre, the tenant farmer
vho played a prominent part in the Society's proceedings as a Council
member for many years. This error seems to be made by Paclo E., Coletta in
describing James Hudson (along with Mechi, Pusey, Fisher Hobbs, and Lawes)
as one of the 'foremost agriculturists of the day' (A.H., XVIII,
1944, p.90). James Hudson's duties were alrmost entirely adwinistrative,
and he did not write in the Journal., For a memoir of John Hudson sece
EEM.,(Z), IX, 1844, pp.l-b,
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of the Royal Society) succeeded him. Hudson remained in the post until 1859 when

he left amid considerable controversy; Shaw centinued to play a very active

part in the Society's affairs until his sudden departure from England. in. 1852,

At a further meeting held 12 May, the Committee of Management formulated

the following objects for the Society:

I

II

II1

VI

To embody such information contained in Agricultural publications,
and in other scientific works as has been proved by practical experience

to be useful to the cultivators of the soil.

To correspond with Agricultural, Horticultural, and other Scientific
Societies, both at home and abroad, and to select from such correspondence
all information, vhich according to the opinion of the Society is likely

to lead to practical benefit in the cultivation of the soil.

To repay to any occupier of land, who shall undertake at the request
of the Society to try any experiments how f r such information leads

to useful results in practice, ary loss that he may incur by so doing.

By the distribution of Prizes, and any other mode of expending a part

of

the Resources of the Society, to encourage men of science to exert
themselves in the improvement of Agricultural Implements, the improved

and economical construction of Farm Buildings and cottages, in the applica~-
tion of Chemical Knowledge to the Food of Plants, and in the suggestion of
means of destruction of insects and animals injurious to vegetables, and

for the eradication of weedss.

By the same means to promote the discoY¥ery of new varieties of Grain,
and other vegetables useful to Man, or for the food of Domestic Animals.

To pay attention to any suggestions, which may be made for the proper
Management of Woods, Plantatiors, and of Fences; and apply every other
mode, vhich may appear advisable to improve the general Rescurces of

the Country in its rural concerns.



VII To take such measures as may be deemed advisable to improve the
Education of those who may intend to make the Cultivation of the Soil

their means of livelihood. ’
VIII To take measures for improving the Veterinary Art, as applied to Cattlé,
Sheep and Pigs. Co

IX At the Meetings of the Society, which shall take place in different
parts of the country, by the distribution of Prizes, and by other
.means, to encourage the best and most advantageous mode in which
farms may be cultivated in the neighbouring districts, and to give
Prizes to the Owners of Live Stock, which are best calculated to

produce profit ian their respective localities.

X At the same Meetings, by the same means to encourage ILabourers in

the improved menagement of their Gardens, and in general, to promote

their Comfort and Welfare.

The Minutes of the Society 2 do not record whether any other objects were
discussed or how the ten published were arrived at, One or two comments
need to be made about the stated objects and the degree to which they were
followed up. Firstly, there was an overall emphasis ocn the practical value
of Imowledge and 2 desire for experiméntation. The Society did not, however,

involve itself with farm trials and experiments until the establishment of

-

oL

its experimental farm at Voburn in 1875, although Augustus Voelcker {Consulting-

Chemist 1857-1883) carried out experiments for the Society at Cirencester

and elsewhere. The inclusion of veterinary science has been attribuled to the

influence of William, Youatt, a close friend of William Shew, 5 who was at that

time conducting a campaign for reform of the Royal Veterinary College through

1 p.M., VITI, 1838, pp.his-7.

“ Minutes of Committee of Managenent, 12 May 1838, pp.7-8.
> Sir Frederick Smith, The F-rly History of Veterinary Literature, III,

1930, p. 141



the pages of the Veterinarian, which he editeds An attempt to link the

Society with the College was one of the first actions of the Committee of

Management, but proved to be one of the least successful of its eﬁterprises.

In August, 1838, Spencer made arrangements for the foreign correspondence

of the Society to go tﬁrough the Foreign Office. 1 Shaw had been impressed

by the potential of a national sgricultural institution by the example of

the Central Agricultural Society of Paris, and by the time of the first

General Meeting it could be mported that links had been established with

the Paris Society and others at Lyons, Geneva, and at Iille. e Reports

of overseas research and translations of foreign papers sometimes appeared in

the Journal but the links with overseas societies did not become very well

established. The emphasis on prizes for giving necessary stimulus for the

development of knowledge, invention, and éxcellence followed the pattern

established by the Society of Arts and soon generated considerable controversy.
During its early years the Society became involved with a number of

projects in connection with its stated objectives, but very few of them had

any tangible results. Wheat Trials, to improve the strains available to

the farmer, were set up in 1839 but the samples exhibited at the Cambridge

Show the following year became inadvertently mixed up so that there was

little gained. Another early development was the establishment of a Geclogiesl

Committee, at the insistence of Sir James Grakam. This was to conduct soil

surveys in conjunction with the Geological Survey (the Director H, de la Beche

vas made an Honorary Member of the Society), but enthusiasm soon waned and the

Geological Committee was dissolved by the end of 1842, A Committee to promote

1 Goodwood MS, Spencer to Richmond 18 August 1838,
2 F.M.,(N.S.), II, 1839, p.66.
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the Comfort and Welfare of the agricultural labourer in 184/t was similarly

ineffectual, and when the 'labourers' question' came to the forefront of

.

agricultural discussion in the early 1870s the restrictive interpretation of the

Society's Charter precluded the Society from making any intervention,
In calling for the Society to take up the questionof agricultural
education in 1864, J.C. Morton pointed out that the Society had mostly

been concerned with the fourth, eighth, and ninth of its national objects

up to that time. 1 Although the Society lacked initiative with regard to
many important issues, it was not surprising that the actual activities
of the Society came to be rather different than envisaged at the time of its

foundation, The annual country neeling was the event which brought it most

publicity, and the Society's Journal became one of the leading original

agricultural perivdicals of the day. 3But agricultural consultancy, particularly

in the chemical department, was an area of work not clearly anticipated at the

time of the Society's foundation., Although the importance of the improvement

of veterinary science was recognised at the outset, the full impact of cattle
diseases and the developments of measures of a legislative nature to combat them

was something for the future, although the arrival of foot-and-mouth disease

in 1839 soon.brought the problem into focus.
In outline, the Society's activities during the period from the time

of its foundation until 1880 were as follows. There were three General

Meetings for members - in December, May, and July, the latter held during the

week of the show at the country location, the others at the Society headquarters

at 5 Hanover Square, which was acquired in 1841. General business was conducted

1 A.6., 7 May 1864,
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by the Council at monthly meetings held on the first Wednesday of the month
with a surmer recess. Here general issues were discussed and the reports

of numerous committees which dealt with more detailed aspects of the Societys
work - veterinary, chemical, journal, country-meetings, etce - were presented.
Other Wednesdays at Hanover Square were devoted to open meetings foﬁ'

members to. present specimens of plants, crops, etc., ask questions, or

send communications on some agricultural topice Sometimes a formal lecturs
was given by an outside expert or one of the Society's consultants. These
Wednesday meetings were intended as a sort of open forum, a function which
they had in.some degree in the early 1840s but which they failed to sustain.
Agricultural consultancy assumed great significance with the rapid rise in
the fertiliser trade in the 1840s and its attendant opportunity for fraud,

and the prevalence of cattle disease, particularly from 1865, gave continued
importance to the veterinary department., If the show was of most immediate
'popular' appeal- and to gome loomed far too large in the Society's proceedings
~ the Journal, although not always approved of, had a more pervasive influence
in the longer term. V.H. Wakefield, in his report of the Birmingham Show

of 1876, remarked that if the shows were halted, for financial or other
reasons, that action would be more acceptable than ceasing publication of

the Journal.1 The Journai, Country Meetings, and Consultancy and Education
vere the three broad departments of the Society's work during the period
covered by this study, and they are considered in that orde» in the later
chapters. The Society's motto 'Practice with Science' was adopted on the

choice of Spencer in 1839 after several others had been submitted to him. 2

1 Journal (2), XII, 1876, pp.5i7-8.
Including 'In Manibus Terree', 'Arva Bovemque','Ye generous Britons venerate
the Plough' end *Speed the Plough'; Minutes of the Committee of Management
13, 20 March 18%2,
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The Society resolved to seek a Charter of Incorporation during February
18Lo, 1 and this was granted on 1 April through the good offices of Richmond.

It is from this date that the Society took its 'Royal' prefix.

Membership: The Society and the Agricultural Community .

The Society was able to attract some two thousand members by 1840
and membership continued to increase until a platesu of around seven thousand
members was reached in the mid 1840s. Thereafter, membership-slipped back
to a figure that hovered around the five thousand mark until it began to
increase again during the 1870s. The higher levels of the 1840s overstate
the membership because under the rules of the Society it was necessary
to write a formal letter of resignation in order for z name to be taken off
the membership list; non-payment of subscription was not in itself deemed
gufficient. Thus names often remained, even though the individuals no longer
desired a connection with the Society and steps were often taken to recover
‘arrears' of subscription.

The fluctuations in membership, shown on figure II may be
interpreted as follows: (i) An initial wave of interest in the early
1840s, when the Society was dominated by enthusiasts such as Pusey @znd
Spencer and there was intense interest in the embryonic technigues of
‘high, farming' such as underdrainage and artificial fertilisersjy (ii)
The fall in membership in the late 1840s, which may be related to the short-run
depression in agricultural prices at that time, linked, perhaps, to a
more critical view of the potentialities of 'science' for agriculturey (iii)

The lower level of membership during the 1850s and 1860s is a trend tkat is

1 Ibid., 5 February 1840,
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not readily accountable, but during this period the Society lost much of the
confidence of the agricultural community and there was continual criticism

of the way in which its affairs were conducted. It must also be édde@, however,
that a variety of sources note a falling-off of interest in agripﬁlpﬁral '
associations and clubs of all types during this periode This may b;_tentatively
attributed as a reaction to the great proliferation of these iganisations

during the 1840s which had increased to a level which was probably difficult

to sustain over the longer term, but it may also be that the period of
favourable prices and relative prosperity served to lessen interest in
'improvement'! and the 'pioneering spirit' of the 1840s; (iv) The increase in the
membership in the 1870s mway be related to the onset of less prosperous times
for the agriculturist, and the increased appreciation of the work or the Society
in such matters as the condemnation of sub-standard fertilisers and feeding—
stuffs as well as the energetic and popular Secretaryship of H.M. Jenkinse.a
Additionally, a members' club was a popular innovation at the Birmingham Show
of 1876 and was a specific membership incentive, and the ris; toward the end of
the decade may be related to this and the publicity surrounding the preparation
for the great Kilburn Show of 1879.

Vith a total of ordinary subscribers which fluctuated btetween five thousand
and seven thousand during this pericd membership by a member of the agricultural
community was very much the exception rather than the rule. Speakers at éhe
general meeting would often complain about the low level of membership and call
for 'popularisation' that would bring about a ten-fold increase in members,
but the Society did very little to 'sell! itself to the agricultural community
and it is one of the valid criticisms of the Royal's manégement that it could
have dgne much more for agricultural research if it had been able to

generate a higher subscription income. High levels of membership were
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not really to be expected, however, for thére was little incentive for

the smaller tenant-farmer to join. The main privilege of membership was the
receipt of the twice-yearly issue of the Journal, but with its increasing
emphasis on lengthy technical articles and extensive reports,theré wgé

little of immediaté interest for the working farmer whose leisure was more
likely to be given over to less demanding reading matter, such as the local
newspaper. If he did wish to consuit the Journal he did not need to pay

ﬁis annual pound to the Society for the privilege, for it would be available
at his local society or club, There was no nembers' right of entry to the
annual show until 1862, but in any case entry on one of the 'shilling-days' was
a cheaper mode of admission than subscribing to the Society. Members also had
a number of 'privileges', such as veterinary consultation and chemical
analysise There is little evidence that many veterinary consultations were
carried out, and fertiliser analysis, although a very important part of

the Society's work (especially in tke 1870s),was also widely available at a
local levele Non-members could exhibit stock at the shows, but the ordinary
tenant-farmer had little chance in competition against the 'crack' stock-
rearers such as Turner, Beoth, Towmeley, Lady Pigott, and the rest. As
George Turner pointed out in 1874, for the smaller man a subscription was most
usefully given to his county or local association where he could compete at local
shows on more equal terms and whare there was a tetter chance of gaining a
vrize. 1 Many ienant-farmers would have welcomed a ‘political' element

in the proceedings but this was not possible under the Society's constitution,

and it was not the Royal's function to lobby on behalf of the 'agricultural

1 At Monthly Cowncil, 9 December 1874, F.M.(3), XLVII, 1875, p.51
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interest's Therefore, although most tenanéfarmers of any substance probably
belonged to an organisation of some sorty, it was exceptional for the Society
to be their first choice. They were more likély to join a county.association
or perhaps a local chamber (in the 1870s) if they farmed on an exéep%ive‘
scale, while farmers' clubs catered (though not exclusively) for the 'grass
roots'! of the agricultural community.

E.A. Wasson has queried how fa; the influence of the Society reached
down to the lower echelons of the agricultural community 1 ang it is
certainly not to be seen through direct membership, Even if this was made
up exclusively of farmers and landowners (which it was clearly not), membership
levels only comprised of about two per cent of the total of agriculturistse
It is part of the argument of this thesis that the Society's influence extended
far beyond the relatively restricted ranks of the nominal membership and it
is in these terms that its work should be viewed. Some individual members,
vhether landowners or prominent tenant-farmers were clearly 'opinion leaders'
or ‘key communicators' at the local level, but many 'progressive' farmers did
not join the Society., Thus J.R. Walton found that most of the early adopters
of cake. crushers in Oxfordshire in the 1840s were not members of the Royal. 2
The Society's influence was through the extension of the totality of
agricultural knowledge upon which all members of the agricultural community
could draw, if so mindeds A small number of the more prominent of
Victorian tenant-farﬁers took an active interest in the Society's affairs; others

followed them through the constant reports in the agricultural presse Inform-

ation generated by the Society could be gleaned from the specifically

1 '"Third Earl Spencer', p«99.
2 Thesis, p.l32.
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agricultural papers or sometimes the local fress and working farmers attended
lectures at a local farmers' club where research findings were presented.
They could also visit the country meetings (which were given natio;all
publicity) and these exercised some influence on the character of impiements
availéble for purchase. But although the ordinary farmer benefited . from
this work, and the Society will be demonstrated to have influenced the

course of Victorian agricultural cﬁange, there was, for the reasons outlined,
very little incentive for the individual agriculturist to contribute an
annual subscription to the Society.

There is much contemporary comment deprecating the reluctance of farmers
to join the Royal, and this poses a question as to the composition of the
membership. There is some indication that many of the regional and local
Victorian agricultural societies recruited their members from Qutside of the
agricultural community. Thus Walton has shown that local farmers were not disposed
to join the prominent Oxfordshire Association among whom membership was atypical,
wﬁile Hudson has drawn attention to the small number of farmers who joined
the Bath and West Society. > The Highland and Agricultural increased the
number of tenant-farmers in its ranks in the 1830s 3 though according to
J.H. Maxwell only 239 of 2,700 members of this Society - nine per cent -
were tenmant-farmers in 1850, In calling for a popularisation of the Royal,
he claimed that a special reduced subscription had increased the tenant- -
farmer membership to 1,784 out of a total of 4,033 - forty-four per cent -

by 1870, the inference being that the tenant-farmer representation in the

1 Thesis, pe.232.

'"The Membership of the Bath and West Society during the last 200 years',
Acta Museorum Agriculturae Pragae, XII, 1977, pp.50-6.

See Janice Taylor Milne, 'The Royal Highland and Agricultural Society of

>

Scotland: a Study in Membership Diffusion', unpub. B.A. dissertation,
University of Cambridge (Geography), 1974.
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Royal was below this- level.
The precise nature of the background of the membership of the Ropal
Agricultural Society is difficult to determine from the ﬁubiished' listst but
some elucidation of the question of what préportion were practising férmers is
possible by examining which of a sample of members were listed a; 'férmers'

in the Post Office County Directories, the first of which was that for the

Six Cownties (Essex, Herts, Kent, Middlesex, Surrey, and Sussex) published in

1846, ° A sample of members living in those counties was made up of those
whose surname began with one of the first four letters of the alphabet. This
sample totalled 278 out of a total ordinary membership of 5,177 3 (circa

five per cent) of which 33 were identified as 'farmers' in the Six Counties

trade list of 1846, which implies a 'farming' membership at that time of twelve
per cent - very similar to that claimed for the Highlande A further 84 of the
278 were listed in the 'Court' section and obviously many of these were
landowners with farming interestse. This leaves the largest proportion of the
sample as being in neither the 'FBirming' or !'Ourt! eategories vhich is
indicative of a range of interests and occupations represented in the Society
and also a wide general public concern for égriculture in the 1840s.,

A li;tle more extensive analysis of the membership was attempted for the
early 1870s, when the whole of the Royal's membership in the counties of

Kent, Essex, Hertfordshire, Surrey and Sussex in 1873 4 was related to the

Six Counties Directory of 1870. The findings are summarised as follows:

1 Comments made at the Annual Meeting, December 1871, F.M.(3), XLI, 1872,
P66 o .

2 For a brief discussion of the directories see J.L. Oliver, 'Directories
and their uses in Geographical Inquiry®, Geogravhy, XLIX, 1964, pp.400-9,

5 The 1853 list was utilised here: see Journal, XV, 1854, pp.xv-lvi,

“_1_@_13.(2), IX, 1873, pp.iii-lii.
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Table: 1T 'Farming' Membership of the Society in Kent, Eesex,
Hertfordshire, Surrey and Sussex in 1873,
County No. of Members No. listeg as 'Fa?mers' . Percentage
‘ in 10670 Six Counties R
- Directory -

Kent 249 76 ’ 31
Surrey 136 14 10
Sussex 132 38 29
Essex 121 l 49 . ko
Hertfordshire 99 22 . 22

Mean: 26

We must be wary of placing too much confidence in the figures presented
here for there are a number of surces of error inherent in the method
followed, such as the accuracy of the lists and the fact that the Directories
and membership lists utilised are not in strict temporal conformity.
Nevertheless, the percentage of members indicated as being !'farmers! in 1870
in these five counties does accord with what might reasonably be expected, the
figure of twenty-six per cent being by no means insignificant, but less than
the forty-four per cent cleimed for the Highland in 1870, As fir as the
variations between the five counties are coﬁcerned, the low percentage for
Surrey {E probably a reflection of the larger urban and suburban population
of the county (for that reason Middlesex was excluded from consideration)
while ié is interesting to speculate whether the local influence of that most
powerful of Victorian agricultural 'enthusiasts', J.J. lMechi, encouraged an
above average number of Essex farmers to join.

It is to be expected that there would be regional variations in the level

of farming membership, related tc such factors ag awareness, availability

of alternative institutions, and farming prosperity. To test for this, the
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farming membership of the Northern Counties of Northumberland, Westmorland,

and Cumberland was examined, the Post Office Directory for these counties

being published in 1873, Of 282 members residing in those three counties

in that year, 50 were identified as 'farmers', a lower but not dissimiﬁar.

figure to that found for the five Home Counties (eighteen per;cént éompared with
twenty-six per cent), Somerset was also examined, and here the farming proportion
was seventeen per cent (19 out of 114 members). The membership of these
nine counties totalled 1,133, a nineteen per cent sample of the 5,945
members in 1873. The farming proportion would seem to have increased
(though not spectacularly) over the twenty year period, but it seems likely
that the farming membership was higher during the early 1840s peak (before -
Directories ‘are availshle) and that many left because of the short-run depression
in agriculture (which also seems to have led to a decline in subscriptions

to farming papers and probably some disillusionment with ‘'science' after the
heady euphoria of the Society's.first years. The figures support the point

that it was very much the exception for farmers to joing the low percentage of

farming members from Somerset is very probably related to the influence of

the Bath and Vest.

rd

It is likely that a substantial proporiion of the remaining members
had a direct agricultural interest througk landholding, and it also seems
probable that very many of the members joined because they were interested in
rural affairs, had a 'patriotic' concern for agricultural progress, or had some
professional connection with agriculture as through engineering, veterinary
practice, writing, land agency, or the food trades. It was no accident that
clergy always figured prominently in the lists between 1840 and 1880 for

ministry of a rural parish often led to a concern for farm progress and, by
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extension, rural prosperitys This concern encouraged many rural incumbents
to directly engage in agricultural experimentation, writing or tréals of
enltivetion practice and they were a not insignificant group in Victorian
agricultural research; some - such as Huxtable, Rham, Wilkins, Moule,‘and
Smith (of Lois Weedon) ~ reached national prominence.

The table overleaf shows the county distribution of membership for
1853 and 1873.  The voriations cléarly relate to a variety of factors such
as population density, the structure of landholding, and the type of farming ,
Although there is a wide range of change, with some counties having more than
doubled their membership over the twenty year period, many demonstrate little
change, and otkers show substantial falls. The most important single factor to
account for these changes may be the length ;f time that had elapsed since the
holding of the annual meeting at a locality in, or adjacent to, the respasctive
counties, Thus Cumberland and Westmorlend (+119 per cent and +112 per cent)
hadnot had a show within range until Carlisle (1855) which then probably
raised awareness of the Society and its work in this remote location, and
this was maintained by the Manchester Show of 1869, Above average increases
in Monmouth, Warwiclshire, Worcestershire and Staffordshire may relate to the
Wolverhampton (1871) and Cardiff (1872) Shows. Falls in the south-~western
counties of Cornwall, Devon, Somerset, and Dorset almost certainly reflect
the revival of the Bath and West Society in the 18503, which was itself inspired
by the Royal's Exeter'maeting of 1850, To test the hypothesis that membership
change was related to the length of time that had elapsed- since the holding of
a country meeting in the county (or in a town that was immediately adjacent to

the county) a Spezrman Rank Comelation Coefficient (R) was calculated which
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Table ITI (_ County Membership of the Society 1853 and 1873

County 1853 1873 Change 1853-1873 (%)
Bedford 48 48 -
Berks 117 130 + 11
Buckingham 66 62 - 6
Cambs 58 62 + 7
Cheshire 56 150 +171
Cornwall 61 L2 - 31
Cumberland. L3 ol +119
Derby 93 75 - 19
Devon 208 - 100 - 52
Dorset 109 65 - Lo
Durham 96 87 - 9
Essex 142 121 - 15
Gloucester 134 188 + 40
Hants 164 136 - 17
Hereford 100 © 100 -
Herts 114 99 - 13
Hunts 36 37 ) + 3
Kent 183 249 . T+ 37
Lancs 156 222 + b2
leics 71 126 + 77
Lincs 174 200 + 15
Middlesex . 266 273 + 3
Monmouth 27 64 +137
Norfolk 256 162 - 37 "
N'hants 100 96 - &
Northumberland 138 135 2 2
Notts 101 131 + 30
Oxon 112 146 + 30
Rutland 7 15 +114
Salop 176 306 + 74
Somerset 187 114 - 39
Staffs - 137 258 + 89
Suffolk 126 157 + 25
Surrey 135 136 + 1
Sussex 186 132 - 29
Warwick 76 155 +106
Westmorland 25 53% +112
Wilts 97 98 + 1
Worcs . 66 139 +111
Yorks 229 271 + 18
Wales 256 277 + 8
Scotland 69 68 -1
Ireland Ll 82 + 86
C.I. 15 12 - 20
Overseas 29 74 +155

' Source: Journal, XIV, 1853, puxxiv and (2)s IX;
1873 1] pp .XiV-XV
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yielded a significant value of +0.78. 1

We may now turn to the relations betweéﬁ the Council and administration
of the Society and its members. During the first decade of its existence the
proceedings of the Society were generally harmonious and it enjoye& a high
level of support from the agricultural press and the agriculturél éqgﬁunity
generally. Internal dissensions were relatively minor and the Society's
management of its affairs was uncontroversial. A change from this is
'first apparent in the early 18503.' Lewes (1852) and Gloucester (1853) were
less than usually successful country meetingse Philip Pusey became less
active in the Society's affairs in 1853. He took his rejection by the electors
of Berkshire the previous year with great sadness and the increasing ill-
health of his wife, lady Emily, meant that he was unable to give so much
attention to the Journal as previously. > Pusey died in 1855, and William
Shaw fled to Australia late in 1852, It was about this time that a feeling

began to be expressed that the management of the Society was becoming somevwbat

distant from the general body of members. Morton remarked in the Agricultural

1 This was calculated by ranking the counties in terms of membership change
from the largest positive figures (Cheshire +168% and Monmouth +137%) to the
largest negative figure (Devon -52¥%) and by the time that had elapsed since
the holding of a show nearby: Monmouth, 1 year (Cardiff 1872) to Somerset
31 years (Bristol 1842), For locations of the shows see Chapter IV, pe.313,
The Spearman Rank Corre%%tion Coefficient R examines the correlation between
the rankingse R= 1 ~-n3_,, vhere d is the difference between each pair of
rankings and n = total of occurrences in the columns, which in this case
was 50 (U0 counties)e. R values can range between +1 (an absolute correlation)
to -1 (an inverse correlation). The R value obtained is statistically
significant at the 0.1% level (from students t distribution). For a discussion
of the method, see S. Gregory, Statistical Methods and the Geographer, 1963,

PPe 181"3 e
2 Yinker, thesis, p.586.
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Gazette that although the report for 1853 had been received at the General
Meeting without criticism, did not represent the 'feeling of the
membership generally'. 1 Morton criticised the Society for inactivity and
inaction; the General Meeting of 1855 was 'barely more than a meeting prbfdrma
held and conducted simply because it was '"down in the Charter" that it was
to be so0 held and conducted', 2 Behind these criticisms was a feeling that
tﬁe Society was failing to move with the times. In particular there was a
dislike of the rigid adherence of the Society to the Charter with its
prohibition on the entertainment of 'political' issuese. This provision
had been generally approved of in the 1840s and such a limitation was then
essential if the Society was not to be rent with internal dissensions over
protection. But when protection became a 'dead-issue'! in the 1850s new

'political! questions arose which were considered perfectly proper by

" commentators. such as Henry Corbet (Shaw's successor at the Mark lane Express)

and Morton for the Royal to take upe.

It was not until 1857 that forceful and open criticism was expressed over

the direction that the Society was taking, This was first articulated by

Samuel Sidney, then hunting correspondent of the Illustrated ILondon News 3

J'ghﬁi., 21 December 1853.

2 Tbid., 15 December 1855,
3 Samuel Sidney, 1813-1883 (non-de-plume of Samuel Solomans) is an interesting

and neglected figure in mid-Victorian agriculture., In the 1840s he wrote

on the gauge ques%ion and the colonies and edited Sidney's Emigrants' Journal

(with his brother) between 1848 and 1850. He attended agricultural shows for

the Illustrated Iondon News and in the 1850s and 1860s was a frequent attender

of agricultural discussions, especially at the Society of Arts and the London
Farmers' Club, where he was never slow to express his forthright views. He
re-edited Youatt's Book of the Pig in 1860 and completed his most popular and
widely read work, The Book of the Horse,in 1873. He was an Assistant Secretary
to the Crystal Palace for some years, and was appointed first Secretary to the
Islington Agricultural Hall Company in 1860 where, from 1864 until the time of
his death, he orgenised the annual horse shows, notorious for their 'leaping’

exhibitionse.
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at the conclusion of the Salisbury meeting of that year and repeated by him at

the General Meeting in December. Sidney's criticisms were wide-ranging. They

included the small number of members (then standing at about five -thousand),

the fact that the Society did little more than hold an annual show, tgat‘there

was too much encouragement, by way of prizes, for implements whiéh Qére

standard in design and efficiency, that the open Wednesday afternoon meetings

vere given insufficient publicity and were 'little more than a farce!,

that the Council had 'too many gentlemen and too few working men', ;nd that

there was too much delay in the publication of important reports and papers

given to the Societye. 1 Although such complaints had been made in the Express

and elscwhere for some time, Sidney did not at first find much support for

his lengthy strictures. He was viewed as an interloper;‘and Corbet

quoted with approval Dyke Acland's comment that the Society 'should be

careful to notice whence complaints really emanated. They were top often

with some people but the excuse to make for themselves a little petty

importance, or to indulge in the opportunity of delivering a fine speech!. 2

As the Salisbury meeting, in a particularly good situation and with an impressive

_array of steam-engines as its chief feature, had been a highly successful

oceasion Sidney's choice of . moMent for his attack was less than opportune.
bvgr the next few years, however, a number of circumstances combined

to give momentum to his campaign « There was general dissatisfaction with

the editorial arrangements for the Journal, run, after the death of Pusey,

by a triumvirate consisting of Hoskyns, Acland, and Thompson and when the

almost unknovm P.H. Frere was appcinted to the editorship in 1860, instead of

1 Reports of the General Meetings July and December 1857 F.M.(3), XII,

1857, pp.162-3 and XTII, 1858, pp.70-l.
° Ibid., XII, pp.156, 163.
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the universally respected Morton ~ the first choice of the agricultural
community - a great deal of bitterness was engendered. In 1859 James
Hudson (Secretary since 1840) was dismissed for the embezzlement of the .
Society's funds which led to the resignation of the Finance Committeé.
Understandably, this gave added force to general criticisms of the ébciety's
administration. 1 For these reasons, increased attention was given to
Sidney's points of criticism and he was soon no longer the 'accuser-general’
and it was impossible to resist the'rush of general opinion so forcibly
expressed' in 1861. 2

The criticisms related to the full range of the Society's affairs, Detailed
examination was given to the composition of the Council, and there was
support for Sidney's view that over the first twenty years of the Society's
existence there had been a change that had been detrimental to progress.
Initially, the Council had consisted of nearly one-half 'practical farmers'
or men of the middle~class. Sidney looked back to the 1840s when those who
ran the Society's affairs were 'united by the strongest ties of sympathy
to the agricultural and farming class', including here figures such as Spencer,
EllmanL,Handley, Pusey and Youatte. In contrast, by 1860 the Council of the
Society was becoming -

an agreeable club, the members of which could meet together for a
conversazione and amuse themselves as a body of amateurs: it had

ceased to represent the agricultural community at large ZTcheequ?.

It reminded him ZTSidnex_? of All Souls‘® College, where the qualification

was 'to be well born, well dressed, and with a little knowledge of
music's

Special Council Meetings 27 May and 22 June 1859, F.M.(3), XVI, 1859,
PP.79-82; 'The Administrative of the Royal Agricultural Society', Ibid.,

PP+15-16. Brardreth Gibbs acted as Secretary pro tem for the rest of the
Yyear,

Ibid,, XIX, 1861, pp.L29-30.
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Sidney calculated that there were only thirteen members of the Council directly
involved with practiéal agriculture or engaged in cultivation for profit.
Sidney's case was overstated, for it was by no means easy to agree on'a ’
definition of a ‘'practical farmer' but his contention that the admiﬁigtration
of the Society was unrepresentative with ‘twenty one peers, twenty nine
sons of peers, baronets, or country members; twelve squires, five lawyers -
not yet arrived at the dignity of squires though they might possibly do so - four
engineers or implement makers, one hon. director /Brandreth Gibbg/, twelve
reeders and stockholders, and two mayors' fell on sympathetic ears,
especially when popular members of the London Farmers' Club such as Pawlett,
Rigden, and Owen Wallis (as well as James Caird) Qere refused Council seats
despite beirg nominated. 1

The composition of the Council was one important area where the critics
looked for reform, tut more particularly it was urged that the Society
should give more publicity to its proceedings and that better use be made
of the Wednesday afternoon open meetings, the original purpose of which was
to provide a forum for members to make communications on agricultural subjecis
or where occasional lectures could be given, If the following anonymous

Teport from the Farmerds Magazine is to be believed these occasions had

sunk to a very low level:

nine out of ten of these Wednesday meetings closely resemble the
Protestant Church in Ireland where Dean Swift began the service with
'Dearly Beloved Roger' and of vhich Sydney Smith tcld the story

beginring with 'Please your reverence she's sick' - members of the Council ..

1 Sidney at General Meeting 15 July 1359 and Half-Yearly Meeting 23 May
1860, F.M.(3), XVI, pp.l45-6, XVIII, 1860, pp.479-80. Comment in A.G.
23 July 1859, 12, 19, 26 HMay, 21 July 1860, Sidney's figures would seen
to include the trustees and vice-Presidents who couvld attend Council
Meetings but did not vote.
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depart in haste and trepidation: for there was a rumour that Mr, Edwin

Chadwick was waiting e.es when he might report for the hundredth time e
the value of sewage. The Journal Committee .o were the first to vanich
Sir Watkin W. Wynn mounted h}s weight-carrier with the grim satisfaction

of a man who has 'escaped',

s

There were calls for much more to be made of these open forums éﬁd for
discussions to be modelled after those regularly held by the london Fearmers'
Club 2 but these were generally resisted on the grounds that it would not
be desirable for the Royal to become a 'mere debating society'. Apart
from continual complaints about the unrepresentative nature of the Council 5
the malaise which gripped the Society during this period was more a failure
to take a lead in agricultural affairs: dissatisfaction was due to 'short-~
comings rather than offences', a reluctance to take 'bold and popular
measures calculated to inspire public enthusiasm and attract an ever-growing
body of supportst. 4

The persistent and widespread criticisms did bring some changes and
improvement was noted in 1861. Better facilities were extended to the
press, the composition of the varioug comnittees was made known, a new
membership list produced, and there was more immediate circulation of papers
deliver;; to the Society. Even Sidney acknowledgeda change for the better and
by the end of 1861 there was ‘abundant evidence of the activity and prosperity
of the Society'. >

Grievances continued however, there was dissatisfaction with Frere's
editorship of the Journal and continual animosity between the Society ond

the implement manufacturers over the operation of the implement trials and

1. Vednesday Afternoon at the Society's Rooms'®, F.M.(3), XIX, 1361, p.4s5,
2 Fer example A.G., 12 January 1851,

3 Ibid., 2 February 1861.

4 *01d English Farmer®, letter, Ibid., 19 January 1861,

2 Tbid., 1% Docember 1861,
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the 'prize system's The 'Wednesday Afternoons' do not seem to have met with
any increased success: there was a 'lukewarmness about the whole business'
whereby the Council members thought it rather ‘'infra dig' to attena, yhiqh
they did with a 'quaint air of martyrdom'. 1 In general, the early 1860s
was a rather dull period for the Society and gone was the enthusiasﬁ’that
had been so much to the fore in Pusey's day. It was, however, the advent
of the cattle plague in 1865 which brought the greatest crisis in the
relationship between the Society end agricultural community during the
period covered by this thesis,.

In 1857 the Society's Veterinary Inspector (J.B. Simonds) had
produced a report thch concluded that there was 1itt1e‘1ikelihood that
cattle plague (rinderpest) would beiintroduced intoc the British Isles. The
contrary warnings of Professor Gamgee were almost entirely disregarded by
the 'establishment', 2 One exception was Edward Holland M.P., a Council
member and close friend of J. C. Morton. In 1863 he unsuccessfully tried to
introduce legislation on animal diseases on his own initiative, and the
following year argued that it was a proper and urgent matter for the Society to
take up the question of the best means of preventing the possible introduction
of cattle plague into the country. This was resisted because of the prohibition
in the Society's Charter as to the consideration of any 'political' matter or
subjects which might lead to legislation enactment, because the orly means of
preventiné the importation of cattle plague (and the possibility of this was
not generally recognised or admitted) was to control the importation of live
animals, Holland called for changes in the Charter to assist in 'warding off

a national evil' and to prevent the Society from 'being debarred ... from

1 M.L.E., & May 1863.
This is dealt with in the later section on 'The Veterinafy Problenm’.
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steadily advancing the interest of agriculture' as, HZland thought, was

-~

frequently the case.

Because of the attitude of the Council, and here ome can identify some
of the older Council members such as Raymond Barker, Col. Challoner and
H.S. Thompson as taking an extremely conservative view of the terms ;% the
Charter, the Society was slow to talke a lead when the cattle plague arrived
in 1865, to the great dissatisfaction of the agricultural community. It
took a local association, the Wakefield Fermers' Club,to organise agricultural
opinion (see ppe.411-13 ) and the Society's initial inactivity on the
matter of cattle disease was bitterly resenteds It was 'absurd! that the
Society could not interfere with anything that was to be brought before
Parliament because the Society had been formed in the 'old protectionist
times'. 1 The height of criticism of the Society's attitude came at the end
of 1866, a year vhen the 'leading agricultural events' included the cattle
plague and the attendant restrictions on cattle importation and home cattle
traffic, the high price of meat, and miserable harvest weather, but the
report of the Society gave more prominence tc its relatively insignificant
efforts-gn agricultural education than on such topics. Morton, uvsually
temperate in his comment, was exceptionally scathing about the fact that more
wase said about five pound prizes won by a lot of schoolboys than was written
about the cattle plague; the report was more than half taken up with ‘important’

anmouncements such as’'that:

'Fe Chubt’, 'E, King', and '¥W, Mortimer', had won four pounds at a recent

examination in pure mathematics.

1 'The Charter of the Royal Agricultural Society' and report of balf~yearly
meeting F.M.(3), XXIX, 1866, pp.k20, 453-k,

215;§,, 15 December 1866« See also 'Forbidden topics at the Royal Agricultural
Society', F.M.(3), XXX, 1867, pp.79-80.
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The failure of the Society to give a decisive lead in the matter of
cattle disease legislation led to the formation of a new organisation, the
Central Chamber of Agriculture. This was proposed by Charles Clay, a Wakefield

implement manufacturer in a letter to Bell's Weeklﬁ Messenger in December

1865. Clay maintained that since the Royal was precluded by its Charter from
dealing with politico~-economical subjects a new 'Farmers' League or Aésociation'
would not intrude upon its function which was essentially connected with
the improvement of stock and machinery. The special object of the new :
institution would be to represent the agriculturist with regard to Government
measures as they affected agriculture and to press for the appointment of
a Minister or Board of Agriculture. 1

The first meeting to constitute the new organisatioﬁ was held on 6
February 1866 immediately after a large anti-Malt Tax meeting. These
moves prompted the Royal to form a committee to look into the question as to
whether the Charter might be changed to allow it to embrace such 'forbidden'
topics it had hitherto eschewed. 2 This Committee, which included Cathcart,
Acland, Dent, Holland (who had moved for change), Hoskyns, Thompson and
Torr of Aylesbury, did not come to any conclusion until the dzy before the
annual meeting at the end of the year. At this meeting (at which the
President, H.S. Thompson, read a paper justifying the Society's position)
Albert Pell, who had been one of the most active supporters of the ewmbryonic
Central Chamber, pvt a direct question as to whether any change in the Charter
was contemplated. Thompson said in reply that the Charter Committee had teen

interested only in the consideration as to whether there were agricultural

Cha;les Clay's letters are reproduced in A.H.H. Matthews, Fifty Years
of Agricultvral Politics, 1915, pp.392-k,

2 Monthly Council 2 May 1866, F.M.(3), XXX, 1866, p.496.
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questions before the legislature which wefe not 'party political' and which
could properly be taken up by the Societye The intention was not to admit
the broad range of 'political' questions. Edward Holland, for th; Charter
Committee, stated that it had been decided not to recommend any_chapée
as that, in practice, the Society had been acting up to any amendment that
could reasonably be made. Deputations had been made to the Privy Council
on the cattle plague question and; although opposed to a strict interpretation
‘of the wording of the Charter, it was felt that the Society was not likely
to be called to account over the matter as the proceedings had been
sanctioned by the very body ~ the Privy Council - whichhad originally granted
the Charter. 1

This then left the way clear for the Central Chamber to take up the
‘dangerous' questions, and Pell immediately left Hanover Square for the
first General Meeting of the new organisation which was held on the same
day. There, from the chair, he was able to announce that the older Society
did not contemplate any change in the Charter or revision of its role, and
during the last three decades of the nineteenth century the Central Chamber
and its/local branches (with which the links were sometimes rather tenuous)
embraced a wide range of 'political' issues which were connected with agriculture
or rural landc/mnershipe 2

Though there was a further crisis of confidence in the Society during
1868 over the decision to merge the posts of Editor and Secretary into
one position and appoint the almost unknown H.M. Jenkins to the combined

post, the start of the new decade saw a substantial advance in the Scoiety's

<

1 pau(3), X, 1867, pp.Si-7.

Reviewed by A.H.H. Matthews, Fifty Years of Agricultursl Politics, 1915,
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prestige and influence. This was in no small part due to Jenkins himself,

vwho soon proved to be so outstandingly able and energetic that the

agricultural community put aside their initial misgivings about his suigability.
Sympathy was generated by the Society's involvement in such matters'és the F}ench
Peasant's Seed Fund 1 and condemnation of sub-standard animal féed‘;ixtures

and adulterated fertilisers. Some grievances continued, however, and these
mostly concerned what were considered to be the alleged defects in the Charter,
as regards the sort of issue that the Society could entertain and an alleged
lack of openness in the constitution,Morton, in posing an open question

as to the objects of the Royal in 1870, pointed out that it had to thank
‘outsiders' for directing it toward some of the most useful aspects of its
career and looked for new ways in which it could exten& its usefulness such as

the 'sewage question‘.2 Similarly, the Farmer's Magazine detailed a number of

topics that the Society had eschewede These included such matters as the oper-

ation and powers of land improvement companies, river basin drainage and irrigatiocn,

and security for agricultural eapital, and in the early 18705 there were

repeated calls for the Society to become involved in the Game Iaws and

agricu%ﬁural labourers' questionse. 3
The matter of the unrepresentative nature of the Council and the

alleged deficiencies of the method by wkich it was elected, which had been

a matter of some discontent since the late 1850s, gained a new prominence when

C.S. Read strongly criticised the Royal at a meeting of the Central Chamber

1 Sadie B. Ward, 'The French Peasant's Seed Fund: a 19th Century Example of
Disaster Relief', Journal, 138, 1977, pp.60-70.

A.G., 11 June 1870, 29 April 1871,

'The Present Position of the Royal Agricultural Society', F.M.(3), XXXIII,
1868, p.47le Crisp at General Meeting 1871, Ibid., XXXIX, 1871, p.k63;
'The Royal Charter', Ibids, PPo530-1; Crisp at Annual Meeting 1873, Ibide,
X, 1874, p.478.

2
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during the Leicester show week in 1868, Read's criticism was that the Council
(tc which he had recently been elected) acted as a 'Pocket Borough' and that
some members of that Council had voted against the interests of the a?riéul-
turists in Parliament. This referred to J. Dent Dent's support of fhe Halt
Tax, which he maintained was easily and cheaply collected. These sentiments
vere eanathema to many members of the agricultural community - Henry Corbet
wvas for many years Secretary to the 'Total abolition Malt Tax Society'! ~ and
Read's comments attracted a good deal of attention, coming as they did
from a figure who commanded almost universal respect in the agricultural
commmity. Read's remarks were brought to the attention of the Council at a
'stormy and detrimental' General Meeting of members as bart of the Leicester
show proceedingse In comment atout the alleged support of the Malt Tax
by Dent Dent and others Corbet maintained that *never had graver charges been
brought' against the Society. 1

The point about the 'Pocket Borough' was that although the nominatioa and
election of new members to the Council was technically in the hands of
members at the annual meeting, the procedufe adopted was to place a 'house-list!
in the hands of the few ~ often less than twenty - members attending in a
vay that made for straightforward election with little chance for alternative
romination from the floor,. 2 The orly principle adocpted was to try and
maintain a degree of regional representation, in that Council members were
supposed to support the regional interests of ordinary members, though in
practice this did not amount to very much. Twenty-five members of the Council

kad to retire each year, but as they were eligible for re-election the Council

1 EM.(3), xxav, 1868, p.67, 157. On Read, see J.R. Fisher, Clare Sewell

Read 1826-1903: a Farmer's Spokesman of the late Nineteenth Century, 1975.
2 A:G., 5 September 1868,
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tended to be self-perpetuating. It was a'fairly general criticism that the
'practical element' was kept down and that there was an overbearing aristocratic
element in control of the Society's affairse. 1 Read instanced his‘own case in
that he had been a member for some twenty-five years, had contribﬁtga to
the Journal and worked hard as a judge at the Country Meetings, but that
it was not until he had become a sort of 'agricultural notoriety' [ as
tenant farmer M.P. for Norfolk / that he was asked to sit on the Council.
;t was, according to Read, as 'true to say that the Queen makes acts of Parlia-~
ment that the Council is elected by the members', and that if they refused
to pass the house-list 'there would be as great a commotion in Hanover Square
as there would be in St. Stephen's if the Queen refused to give consent to
Bills of Parliement'. 2

It was continual criticisms of this sort during the early 1870s, despite
the Society's increased popularity, which led to moves to give further
reconsideration to the question of changing the Charter. 5 This was brought
up at the December Council of 1874 when a 'Special Charter Committee' was
formed to examine the possibilities, but there was a restriction that this
vas essentially to give ordinary members a greater and more direct interest
in the proceedings of the Council, and there was a fairly general uniformity
of opinion to the effect that it was not desirable to alter the clause that
prohibited discussion of any matter of a politiczl tendency., By this time it
vas felt that the political matters were best left to the alternative bodies ~
such as the Chambers - and that, on the whole, the clause restricting

'political' discussion had worked well., Thus Charles Randell's motion

1 Ibid., 29 August, 26 December 1868.
2 Ibid., 19 September 1868.
5 'The Opening of the Winter Session in London', flﬁ.(}), XIVII, 1875, ppe.l-2.



restricting the terms of reference of the Committee was carried by twenty-six

votes to sixe During 1875 the Society took the opinion of Counsel on the

Bye-laws and by the end of the year a new set was. issued with the intention

of making the Society relatively more 'democratic' in the matter 6f.é1ection

to the Council, 1 This was only partially successful, for many had wanted a

voting paper to be sent to all members, and Morton held that the Council

continued to be unrepresentative and attributed the very slow membership growth

‘to this reason. 2

It may therefore be seen that Mitchisons's contention that the relative

success of the Royal compared with the earlier Board of Agriculture is

partly attributable to the Soeiety's more open constitution, 5 is not

really valid given that there were contirual complaints over this matter.
The Royal was successful, but it might have been more so, in attracting menkers,
even though the hopes of Morton and Mechi of a menbership of twenty or even

fifty thousand were unrealistic. Yet it will be appreciated that the Scciety

was always in something of an anomalous position. It was not really a great
learned society -~ although mdoubtedly some Council members would have

liked %P to assume that role - but neither did it have very clcsz links
with the grass-roots of the agricultural community,only a small minority of

vhom were members. It did not lobby vigorously for the 'agricultural interest'

which, again, agriculturists saw as the most proper purpose of farmers'
organisations. Few issues brought so much popularity to the Society as its
prosecution of the manufacturers of sub-standard animal feed substances in the

1870s, but the number of issues of that sort which the Society was able to

1 Honthly Council 8 December 1875, Ibid., XLIX, 1876, p.53.
2 A.G., 27 December 1875 & 29 May 1876.
3 '01d Board', p.66.
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take up under the terms of its Charter, or it evinced much enthusiasm for,

were relatively few, It is not surprising that only a minority of Council
members who served on the various committees that oversaw the Society's

work were practical farmers, for such work required frequent attendanée ;t

the Royal's Iondon headquarterse The reasons why there was rath;r iittle
incentive for farmers to become ordinary members have also been detailed.

If the direction of the Society's affairs was often in the hands of

leisured - sometimes gifted ~ 'amateurs', the Society's professional consultants
were given considerable freedom and the Annual 'Show did preserve an
essential link with the broad base of the agricultural community.

The Society and Parallel Information Sources. 1838-1880

This raises the more general question of the positién of the Society as
an information source in relation to alternative media during the period
covered by this study. The development of these, in terms of the categories
already reviewed for the period up to the formation of the Society, will
now be considered before proceeding to the detailed analysis of its main
activities.

Of the other national societies with aﬂ interest in agriculture in
1838, tge Smithfield Club steadily grew in stature under the secretaryship
of Brandreth Gibbs and its pre-~-Christmas show was considerably expanded to
include exhibitions not only of fatstock but also a variety of agricultural
implements. The show was held in the Islington Agricultural Hall from 1862
onwards. Although the interest of the Society of Arts in agriculture was less
during the nineteenth century than it had bzen in the late eighteenth,
important discussions on agricultural topics were held at its regular meetings,

particularly during the 1850s and 1860s. These were generally on topics with
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more than Jjust agricultural appeal, such as sewage-farming, the 'prize-system',
broad questions of food supply, or reviews of agricultural progress, and these
were published in the Society's Journal and abstracted by other aéricgltgral
publications. There were two important additional national agricultﬁral |
organisations founded during our periods The first was the London f%rmer's
Club (sometimes termed the Central Farmer's Club) founded by William Shaw,

in 1842, 1 s provided a focal point for the interests of tenant farmers
and there were monthly discussion meetings instituted by Robert Baker in 1844,
Henry Corbet was the Secretary from 1846 until 1875, and as he succeeded

William Shaw as Editor of the Mark Lane Express and Farmer's Magazine,

those two publications gave extensive coverage to the Club's affairse The final
national institution was the Central Chamber founded, as we have seen, in

1866 in response to the Royal's failure to take up ‘political' matters, in
particular the matter of cattle disease policy. It may be noted that this

body did not act as a political lobby for the agricultural community as a whole
and was perceived to be 'landlord dominated'. It was soon criticised for being
far too concerned with such matters of local taxation at the expense of issues
such as;the Game Laws, Tenant-Right, and the repeal of the Malt Tax, This
criticism was begun by Henry Corbet and soon followed by more neutral commentators
such as Morton, 2 Toward the end of the century relationships between the
Iondon Farmer's Club and the Central Chamber became quite cordial (a joint

dinner was held after 1894) but at the fiftieth anniversary of the Cluv (1892),

~

1 For an outline history of the Club see K. Fitzgerald, Ahead of their Time:
A Short History of the Iondon Farmers' Club, 1967.

On this see for example M.L.E., 18 January, 19 April, 15 November 1869;

W.W. Good, Where are we Now? A Politico-Agricultural Ietter to the

Chairman of the Central Chamber of Agriculture, Clare Sewell Read Esqe,M.P.,
1869; M.L.E., 29 November 1869 (praise of Good's pamphlet); 'The Central
Chamber and its Organ'; F.M.(3), XLV, 1874, p.15; J.R. Fisher, *Public

Opinion and Agriculture 1875-1900', unpub. Ph.D. thesis, University of Hull,
19?2, p.131.

2
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Charles Clay, the Wakefield implement manufacturer who was the prime mover of
the Central Chamber, recalled Corbet's antipathy which he held as being a
great hindrance to the Chamber's early progress. 1 It was to gi%e greqter
voice to the interests of tenant farmers that the Farmers' Allia‘ncc_e"-2
was formed in 1879, and this was given active encouragement by Coéﬂgt's
successor at the Express, W.E. Bear.

There were thus a number of ﬁational organisations which took an
interest in agriculture in the nineteenth century, but the Royal was by far
the most important of those concerned with matters of scientific or technical
improvement.s They provided a focus whereby the more active agriculturists
could meet and compare notes, and the fortnight beforg Christmas when the
Smithfield Show, the Annual Meeting of Fhe.Royal, and the Annual Dinner of the
Farmer's Club coincided was particularly imﬁortant; thus Corbet often
published comment on the proceedings of the various bodies under headings
such as '"The Opening of the Winter Session in Iondon' or 'The Smithfield
Club Show Veek's .

Perhaps the most remarkable developmept in farmers' organisations was
the e§praordinary growth in various loeal associations of all kinds which
took place in the early 1840s, Although figures must be taken as indicative
rather than absolute, it secems that from the base of about one hundred local
associations in existence in the mid 1830s, there was a sevenfold increase
over the next ten y%ars; J. Plowman, Secretary of the Oxford Club, put their

3

number at seven hundred in 1845,” a figure that has been broadly confirmed by

See Clay's remarks at the discussion of S.B.L. Druce's 'History of the

Farmer's Club', Journal of the Farmer's Club, 1892-6,pp.18-19. '

J«R. Fisher, 'The Farmers' Alliance: An Agricultural Protest Movement

of the 1880s', A.H.R., 26, 1978, pp.15-25.

> Je Plowman, 'Oxford Farmers' Club Prize Essay', F.M.(3), VII, 1855, p.3S0.
In 1845 J.C. Morton listed six hundred and twenty eight, A.G., 13 December
1845,

.2



analysis of lists published in Johnson and Shaw's Farmer's Almanac during

the 1840s, which probably containg the most complete lists of these sometimes

rather ephemeral organisationse A number of sources note a dedﬁn{ in the

number of these local organisations during the 1850z 1 but they continued

to be of great importance throughout the nineteenth century. - ‘,,
Plowman estimated that about one hundred and fifty of his total styled

themselves as 'farmers' clubs! a form of association which became popular

in the late 1830s - the earliest seems to have been formed at Ashbocking 2

(E. Suffolk) in 1837 and othersquickly followed in that vicinity where J.

Allen Ransome, the Ipswich implement manufacturer, encouraged their formation.3

In a preliminary short local study in 1974 I distinguished between these

newer local associations and the well-established local- societies that have

already been reviewed, on the grounds that the smaller clubs catered particularly

for the needs of the tenant-farmer, and placed a great enphasis on the

holding of discussion meetings on practical agricultural topicse Subsequent

research has strengthened my opinion that the distinction is important

despite Fox's view based on a detailed but partial examination of the

contemporary literature that there was in essence no difference between them,

even though he recognises a distinct 'farmers' club movemenit'! in early

Victorian England. 2

Most contemporaries recognised the distinction, and clvuswere often

For example J.C. Nesbit (the agricultural chemist) F.M,, V, 1854, p.28

and J.C. Morton 'Agricultural Progress; Its Helps and Hindrances' Journal
of the Society of Arts, XII, 1863, p.62.

For the first notice of the Ashbocking Club see F.M., VII, 1837, p.u28&,
Ibid.,(3), XI, 1857, pp.l-2.

'Kentish Farmers' Club in the Mid-Nineteenth Century', Cantium, VI, 197ﬁ,
-p«80.

3

2 'Local Farmers' Associations', p.li6 and personal communications; 'The
Early Years of the Farmers' Club Movement 1837-70', Annals of Seience,
(forthcoming). (Ian grateful to Dr. Fox for allowing me to read a draft
of this unpablished paper.).




considered as 'another class of institutidn'; 1 as Charles Poppy, Chairman
of the Ashbocking Club in 1837 and 'the father of Suffolk agriculture'

(he had been a contemporary and correspondent of Young and Sincléir)‘noted,
societies were established by the aristoéracy for cattle shows,’plqﬁghing .
matches and for premiums to servants' and clubs could spread inforﬁétion

to a 'tenfold degree' compared with such activities. 2 While there was

a considerable overlap between the activities of the clubs and the societies,
‘the latter were much more likely to be dominated by the aristocracy or

large landed proprietors and become a means of maintaining.the status guo

- as, for example, the distribution of premiums to farm servants - and

those whose chief concern was agricultural progress often evinced impatience
with lengthy dinners and attendant speaches where *noble lords occupied
valuable time lauding each other'. 3 This is not to deny that many local
associations were a vital source of agricultural information in Victorisn
England through the means recently outlined by Dr. Fox - shows, agricultural
libraries, and discussion meetings - but the leaders of the agricultural
community in the 1840s were particularly impressed with the potential of the
clubs {9rreaching the less substantial farmers. William Shaw did e#erything
in his power to encourage their spread and development by devoting considerable
space in the publications that he edited to reporis of their proceedingse.
Typical of his numerous commendations are the following:

Having always been zealous advocate for the establishment of Farmeraz!
clubs as being the most ready and efficient means of promoting
improvements in agriculture and extending the knowledge of these

1 M.L.E., 11 February 1839; Morton, 'Helps and Hindrances'; pp.62-3.
3 See my 'Agricultural Societies', in G.E. Mingay ed.s; 'The Victorian

Countryside', (In press 1981).
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improvements, but also of elevating the agricultural class in the
scale of intellectual accomplishments it has been our endeavour to
assist these institutions by every means in our power and it affords
us great satisfaction in seeing the progressive increase in their

numbers,
and .

We have ever been zealous advocates for the estsblishment of agricultural
societies, not only on account of the stimulus given to exertion by

the distribution of prizes but also from such meetings affording

an opportunity for an interchange of opinion and for the communication
of information on matters connected with agricultural pursuitse.

There is however, another class of institution which we are happy to

see increasing in number, the benefits of which in diffusing information
and elevating the intellectual character of the British farmer are

by no mgans inferior to agricultural societies ... We mean 'Farmers'
Clubs'.:

These two statements illustrate very clearly the potential that Shaw
saw for the farmers' clubs movement: as 'another class of institution in
'elevating the intellectual character', and 'diffusing information'. The
clubs were sometimes seen ' as the rural equivalent of the urban mechanics'
institutes and were a remarkable manifestation of a desire for self-improvement
in a time of increasing, and often perplexing, agricultural changee. 3 In
the latter part of 1838 Shaw noted that the meetings of local societies were
s0 numerous that it was impossible to cover anything more than a small
proportion of their proceedings b and in the following year he published

an appendix to the Farmer's Magazine devoted entirely to reports of farmers!

club meetings. He also proposed to encourage the movement in a more tangible

way, as he announced that he intended to devote ten per cent of the profits

1

M.L.E., 17 February 1840.
2

Tbid., 11 February 1839.
3 Tbide, 15 February 1841; Maidstone Gazette,2 February 1841,
% Tbia,, 29 October 1838.
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"

of his newly founded 'Farmers' Fire and ILife Insurance Institution to
Farmers' club funds.1 Morton also an great potential in the clubs as fa
new, additional, and most important means of diffusing practical and useful
knowledge among cultivators of the soil' and circulated a list of one-;
hundred and fifty topics on practical subjects which could be usea fér
discussion meetingse e :

The decline in the number of clubs in the 1850s may be attributed
to a natrual reaction to the over-proliferation duringtlhe previous decade,
for it became difficult to sustain monthly discussions after the fawvourite
topics had been dealt with, and at the same time there were complaints
about the long-winded rature of some of the proceedings of the larger
societiess Of those which survived, many responded to fﬁe calls ‘o
cmbrace 'political' topics - exclusion of politics was a Sunfamental yuwie
of most of these local organisations in the 1840s and they are not to be
confused with the numerous ‘protection’ sccieties of kil tiwe ~ while tke
societies concentrated on their shows, sometimes held on a peripatetic
basise. The initial distinction between the clubs and societies certainly
became Elurred during the second half of the century, but it continued

3

to be observed, ” as was a perceived division of function between the c¢lubs

and the local chambers, which vere often seen by commentzators to be essentially
landlord-dominated and less concerned with agricultural progress than with

'political' issues of a type which were not of immediate interest to tenant

farmeree

1 p.M.(2), II, 1840, Appendix p.9.

2 A.G., 6 July 184k, 13 December 1845,

3 For\example, by Thomas F. Plowman in his paper 'Agricultural Societies
and their Uses!, (read to the london Farmer's Club 7 December 1885),
Journal of the Bath and West Society (3), 17, 1885-6, pp.163-83.
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One of the most important functions of clubs and societies was to
maintain agricultural libraries and certainly there was no shortage of
agricultural books available for consultation as well as numerou; shorter
pamphlets. Of the four categories already outlined, there was 9o£§éaerable

increase in those which dealt with theory (especially in the 1840s) and tke

extensive encyclopaedic works such as Stephens’ Book of the Farmf{1844) and,

most notably, Morton's Cyclopaedia of Agriculture, completed in 1855,

What was lacking were simple straightforward textbooks written in a concise
manner to convey the best of the farm practice and theory of the times.

This had to wait for enterprises such as Morton's Book of the Farm series

inaugurated with Robert Warington's Chemistry of the Farm in 1379. A

number of observers saw the periodicals and newsnapers as being far more
useful than books for educating farmers as they could 3dip into their

varied contents week after week and pick up some new fact oridga, whereas

a volume containing the same amount of information would never be opened;

in 1857 it was maintained that the 'influence of all the books on agriculiure
ever written is but a feather on the scale compared with the agricultural
newspaper', 1 and the newspapers brought 'greater changes than could have
been produced by all the essays upon agricullure ever published', 2 Although
the successful agricultural periodical titles were comparatively few in
number, they do secm to have been very influential in the agricultural community,
and in helping to spread technical information on agricultural topics. Toey

are considered in some detail in the chapter that follows.

1 William Day,Mechanical Science and the Prize System in Relation to

Agriculture, 1857, pp.l4-15.
2 'A Manufacturer', The Manufacture of Agricultural Machinery considered as
a Branch of National Industry, 1857, pe.7. See also discussion at Lcndon

Farmers' Club on the 'Progress of Agriculture', F.M.(3), XVI, 1859, p.39l.
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Victorian England did not lack individﬁals vho preached the message of
agricultural improvement with zeal but it is noticeable that they did this
through the agency of the associations and agricultural publications rather
than independently. In this context, the agricultural editors weéehhighly

important and two names particularly stand out - John Chalmers Morton,

editor of the Gazette between 1844 and 1888, and Henry Corbet, editor of the

Mark lane Express between 1853 and 1875. As their two titles were by far the
ﬁost important, and because they were both forceful and committed figures

who had long tenure of their pcsts, they had a most pervasive influence on the
course of change. There is one other editor who was possibly the most
influential of all, and that is that almost entirely neglected figure, William
Shawe Some of his numerous activities have already been referred to. He

was co-founder and first Editor of the Mark Lane Ixpress and Farmer's Mapozines

essentially the founder of the Royal itself, and of the London Farmers'

Club; an influential supporter of the local farmers' clubs; a pioneer of
farmers' insurance, and responsible for directing Pusey's attention to the
tenant-right issue, with which the Lon@on Farmers' Club was always particularly
concerneds In 1847 he was nearly elected as tenant-farmer M.P. for the
Northern division of Hampshire. His influence among tenant-farmers reached its

apogee in 1850 when, at a presentation of plate subscribed to by tenant-farmers
1

in recognition of his services,he was acclaimed as the 'Cobden of Agriculture',

The answer to the question as to why the 'Cobden of Agriculture' kas gone almost

unrecorded in the histories of nineteenth century agriculture is probably to

be found in the nature of his departure from the scene late in 1832, At

A}

1 FM.(2), X1, 1850, p.40B,
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that time he was forced through financial ruin, possibly occasioned by the
failure of his new cattle insurance project, or railway speculation, to flee
to Australia. He died there the following May, in remote gold-diggings in
the outbacke Thus the tenant farmers' champion of the 1840s, the<'Co§de£ of

Agriculture' was, in the words of the Gentleman's Magazine, 'sent to die

beyond the billows of the Pacific with only three halfpence in his pocket‘. L

Individuals who were publicists for agricultural techniques but not
directly connected with a publication in an editorial capacity are too
numerous to mention individually, but one additional figure does deserve
comment. This was J.J. Mechi, the son of an Italian immigrant who made a fortune
out of his 'magic razor strop' and turned himself to high~farming when ke bought
Tiptree Hall Farm in 1841, T¥e was constanily kefare the attendion of the
agricultural community throughout the period covered by this thesis (he died on
Boxing Day, 18805; there is scarcely one issue of the Gagette over thirty
five years which does not contain some correspondence from him., He
shared with Morton a terrific optimism about what could be achieved in farming
by means of capital, science, and education, and gave close attention to such
issues of the day as steam cultivation and sewage utilisation, 2 Though always
controvgrsial, Mechi was listened to by farmers at various local meetings and
he frequently introduced papers at the london Farmers' Club. It is therefore
misplaced to view him as 'arroganf' and giving offence to the agricultural

3

comaunity by the source and abundance of his wealth, as D.C. Moore has dones

To be sure, the 'Cockney Agriculturist'! was bitterly attacked by some 4 and

1 Gentleman's Magazine (N.S.), 40, 1853, p.422, Informaticn on Shaw from
Dictionary of National Biogranhy and miscellaneous sources.

2 I deal with this in 'Nineteenth Century Recycling: The Victorians and the
Agricultural Utilisation of Sewage', History Todoy, 31,June 1981, pp.32-6.

3 Politics of Deference , pe3i2e
4 See for example W.W. Good's The Theorist Confuted or the Practical Farnmers

Vindicated, 1851, and Political, Agricultural, and Conmsrcial Fallacies, 1368;

'R.R.' (R, Rolton), Tiptree Hall Farming, 1853 for a more balanced critique.
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he did not have much of a hearing in the Royal Agricultural Society, but the
Tiptree Hall Visitors'! Book 1 shows upwards of five hundred visitors a year to
his Essex farm, including many of the leading figures of the day,‘his verious
pamphlets enjoyed a wide circulation by the standards of the timeét_éhd when
his affairs were put into liquidation shortly before his death, the agricultural
community freely entered into a subscription got up by Morton to support his widow
and children, as they had done at’the time of his Unity Bank failure in 1867. 2
Many of his ideas were mistaken and vere viewed with healthy scepticism, but
Mechi's influence as a publicist should not be underestimated.

This, then, was the ‘'information environment' of which the Royal wes a
part - a complex array cf national and localinstitutions whose procecedings
were given constant attention by the small but energetic agricultural press and
which was used as a forum by various 'opinion leaders‘'. There were naver any
formal links between the Royal and the local associations, although thase
were sometimes suggested; the nature of the local movements was too varied zand
independent for that, and there was undoubtedly a desire on the pari of scme Council
members to adopt a somewhat aloof position. Information generated by the Society
filtered down to the agricultural community by reports in the newspapers and
periodicals of research findings and events such as the shows which were visgited
by man& agriculturists, and lectures and discussion meetings where popular
speakers outlined the research findings. Analysis of some of the complex link-

ages ié attempted in the section that follows.

1 British Museum, add.m.se 30015.
2 AuGey 3 Janusry 1881.



CHAPTER III: THE JOURNAL, 1840-1880

Publication Arrangements

The ﬁublicationw of the froceedings of the English Agricultural Society
received a good deal of attention from the Committee of Management during the
latter balf of 1838, Advice was sought from William Shaw on printing costs

and he conveyed an offer from the proprietors of the Farmer's Magazine to

provide free space in that periodical each month to record the transactions
of the new Society, after the pattern followed by the Highland Society whose

Prize Fssays and Transactions were published in conjunction with the

Quarterly Journal of Asriculture. The Minutes of the Committee of Management

record that there was considerable discussion over this proposal, but the
feeling was that the Society should publish its own Journal, and that this
should be issued free to all members.1 Given Spencer's enthusiasm for the work
of the Society for the Diffusion of Useful Knowledge, it was fitting that he
should announce this decision to the first General Meeting, held on 18

December of the same year, Here, he indicated that the projected Journal

was to contain the prize essays and matter connected with the institution

and agriculture generally, and stressed the importance that was attached to

the free issue to members to assist the spread of information on agriculturai
topies as widely as possible. To non-subscribers, the Journal was to be

sold at a 'reasonable cost'. e

1 English Agricultural Society Minutes of Committee of Management, 6 June

1838, pp.l6-7.

2 F.M.(N.S.), II, 1839, p.65.
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Initially, it was proposed that the new Journal should be a quarterly 1
but only the first volume (for 1840) was issued in four parts and publication
was formally changed to two parts each year in 1843 on Pusey's instigation
in order to cut costs, although the Journal was to contain the same amount of
content as beforee. 2 The optimum publication arrangements for the Journal
with regard to its object of facilitating the spread of agricultural
information was a topic of pereﬁnial debate. Infrequent issue was held by
some to produce bulky volumes that were not to the taste of those modest
tenant farmers that it was especially intended to reach. An open letter

to Spencer, published in the Farmer's Magazine in 1829 warned that a volume of

the Prize Essays and Transactions of the Highland Society, upon which the

new publication was to be in part modelled, was 'so voluminous, so expensive,

so diffuse in its articles that comparatively few can afford to purchase

it, fewer have time to peruse it e.s' 3 Free issue would circumvent the

problem of cost, if tenant farmers subscribed to the Society in sufficient numbers,
but the question of the best format of the Journal was more difficult,

It was often maintained that frequent small doses of information were to be
preferred to less frequent, more substantial volumes, the sheer size of

vhich was likely to prove intimidatinges It was also held that the twice- .

yearl& issue led to the content becoming out-of-date by the time it was received
by the reader, a criticism which was especially pertinent with regard

to show reports as they often appeared in the Jourpal as much as six

months or more after the country meeting had taken place, so that topicality

1 Minutes of Committee of Management, 22 January 1840, p.31k4.
2 Monthly Council 5 April 1843, F.M.(2), VII, 1843, p.359.
3 F.A. Mackenzie, Letter, Tbide(N.S.), III, 1839, p.86.
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and interest was lost. However, another line of thought was expressed
by H.H. Dixon who maintained that the Society would be best occupied by
the prod?ction of a single annual volume, a sort of asgricultural yearbook
to be issued during the late autumn which would contain, as well as the
show reports and technical articles, matter pertaining to agricultural
personalities, sales, lettings, and ;gricultural news to be perused at leisure
during the winter evenings. 1 A bYasic division of opinion, which was
difficult to reconcile, existed between those who saw the Journal as a forum
for the exchange of views, as against a more encyclopaedic permanent record
of the progress of scientific agriculture. H.M. Jenkins, who edited the
Journal during one of its most successful phases, was probably correct when
he maintained that it was the interest and relevance of the content rather
than the frequency of issue that determined its degree of success and
influence on the agricultural communitye. 2

At the outset, the distribution of the Journal posed something of a
problem, as few of the subscribers were able to collect each part in London.

3 put by the end of 1839 complaints

Pusey negotiated to post it on a 24 stamp
had been received about non-delivery and mis-direction of the first issue.
In answer to these complaints at the General Meeting, Richmond proposed
the establishment of a network of booksellers and agents in country towns
vwhere the Journal could be collected by subscribers. 5 These agents are

‘listed in the appendices of the early volumes, but this mode of distribution

gave way to a postal arrangement and in 1851 it was claimed that of some

1

H.H. Dixon, 'The Royal Agricultural Society', Gentleman's Magazine (N.S.),
III, 1869, p.30k. '
J.C. Morton, 'The late Mr. H.M. Jenkins, F.G.S., A Memoir', Journal (2),
XXI1I, 1887, p.193.

3 Minutes of Committee of Management, 24 April, 1839, pp.155-6.

l* Ibide, 14 December 1839, pe307.

5 P.M.(2), T, 1840, pp.1l, 1h.

2
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thirty thousand journals that had been poded direct to subscribers, only one

had gone astray. To non-members, the cost of the Journal was 6/= per volume

until it was raised to 10/= in 1848, being reduced back to 6/= in 1863,

4

Sales to non-members were generally of a very low order, a point that will

be reconsidered in a later section.

The Editorship of the Journal

A Journal Committee was established early in 1839 and consisted of

Henry Handley, C. Shaw Lefevre, Reve W.L. Rham, J. French Burke, J.W. Childery,

Philip Pusey, and William Youatt. 2 With four members of Parliament (Handley,

Lefevre, Childers,and Pusey) and excellent experience of agrieultural

writing - French Burke edited Britishk Husbandry, Rham was agricultural

correspondent to the Penny Cyclopaedia, and Youatt editor of the Veterinarian -

this was a strong committee. In April 1839 it was resolved to advertise

for an Editor, and Pusey, Childers, and Lefevre were delegated to draw up a
suitable advertisement, 3 The advertisement decided upon wes for a comovined

Secretary/Editor and it was to that post that James Hudson was appointed

in July, at an annual salary of four hundred pounds. Power of editorial

control was vested in the Journal Committee, however, and the Secretary/Editor
was to work under its direction, it being envisaged that he would write
reports, transiate foreign papers, and edit articles for publication. > In
fact, Hudson wrote very little for the Journal. He supervised printing aﬂd

administrative matters connected with-its production but Philip Pusey, as

! mvid., XIX, 1851, p.57.

2 Minutes of Committee of Management, 6 February 1838, pp.114i-5,
3 Tbid., 24 April 1839, pp.160, 16k,

* Ibid., 24 July 1839, p.260.

> Minutes of the Council, 1840-4, p.18.
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Chairman of the Journal Committee, was the de facto Editor. Before 1838, Pusey

had written for the Morning Post and Quarterly Review but had not been

particularly concerned with agricultural matters.' It is not known what caused
him to wbrk so wholeheartedly for the Society and its Jourrnal during the final
vhase of his life, but Linker suggests that he was prompted by the national
question of population increase and ‘the local problem of rural distress in

his Berkshire constituency which prompted him to strie for a comprehensive pro-
gramme of rural develcpmente. 1 The first fifteen volumes of the Jourrnal, through
the work that he did in editing contributed material, judging of prize essays,
and his own articles, bear abundant testimony to his close involvement.

This was an arrangement which worked very well. Throughout the 1840s,
Pusey's position as, in Sir James Caird's retrospective assessment, 'the
leading agricultﬁral writer of the day' was unchallenged, 2 his 'readable
and practical essays' being the ‘embodiment of the Society's motto "Practice
with Science'" '; he directed the Journal with 'zealous ability'. 3 But after
. Pusey's death in 1855 the editorship and the editorial arrangements became
one of the most controversial topics in the Society's proceedings, and until
1869, when H.M. Jenkins was appointed to the cditorship, the Journal
suffered from a period of often uncertain direction.

In the face of Pusey's indisposition (he was confined by illnesé at
Christ Church with his brother from the time of the death of his wife,
lady Emily, in November 1854, until his own death in the July of the following

year) H.S. Thompson was appointed Chairman of the Journal Committee early

1 Linker, thesis, p.tt49. Apart from this work, for important studies on Pusey

see Ernest Clarke, 'Philip Pusey', Journal(3), XI, 1900, ppel1l~17 and
Paolo E. Coletta, 'Philip Pusey, English Country Squire', A.H., 18, 194k,
pp. 83-91.

2 Sir James Caird, 'Agriculture' in The Reign of Queen Victoria, II, eds
T.H. Ward, 1887, p.130.

> 'Philip Pusey', F.M.(2), X, 184k, pa3.
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in 1855, withk Chandos Wren Hoskyns and Sir Thomas Dyke Acland as Vice-Chairmen,
and this triumvirate shared the editorial responsibilities.
Thom?son was the dominant figure in the partnership. Born in 1809,

he had studied entomology for atime at Cambridge, having gone up to Trinity
in 1829 after private tuition in Iondon, He had been one of the chief
promoters of the Yorkshire Agricultu;al Society in 1837 and a staunch
supporter of the Royal from the time of its foundation. He contributed a
number of significant papers to the Journal under Pusey's editorship, among
the most important being a communication on the potato disease and a report
of his own experiments which laid the foundations of soil absorption research;
Thompson being among the first to demonstrate the power of soils to
assimilate ammon;a. These contributions are congidered in a later section}
some of the best of Thompson's early writings were his reports of implements
exhibited at the c?untry meetiﬁgs, which he wrote for York (1848), Norwich
(1849), and lewes (1852), In 1849, his attention was directed towards
railway management. He became Chairman of the North-Midland Railway Company,
and the North-Eastern in 1854, and entered Parliament as liberal member

for Whitby in 1859. He continued as Chairman of the Journal Committee until
| increasing ill~health caused his retirement from active involvement in
the Society's affairs in 1873; he died the following year. 1

Chandos Wren Hoskyns was perhaps the most talented writer of the

three. Best remembered for that most diarming of Victorian agricultural works

Talpa: or the Chronicles of a Clay Farm he was one of the closest associates

of J.C. Morton and worked with him on the Agricultural Gazette. Indeed, Talva

1 For obituary, see M.L.E., 25 May 1874; also Earl Cathcart 'Sir Henry
Stephen Meysey Thompson, Bart: a Biographical Sketch', Journal (2), X,
1874, pp.519-41; for a later assessment G.E. Fussell, 'Sir Harry Stephen
Meysey Thompson', Journal of the Land Agents' Society, 49, 1950, pp.5iO-2.
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first appeared as a series of articles in the Gagzette in 1847. Others followed

and he frequently wrote leaders for Morton. Forceful in his writing, but
always witty and entertaining, he championed such issues as agricultural
educatioﬁ, steam ploughing by rotary action, and agricultural statistics.
The second son of Sir Hungerford Hoskyns, an early member of the Council of

the Royal, of Harewood Hall, Herefordshire, he entered Parliament as

member for Hereford in 1869. Morton clearly thought very highly of him and

chose him to write the introduction to his Cyclopaedia of Agriculture as well

as the sections on 'Education' and 'Iandlord and Tenant' in that work,
Morton gave Hoskyns much of the credit for the success of the Gazette in

its early years: he was 'active, energetic, and brilliant', a leader in

progressive agricultural opinion,
Thomas Dyke Acland came from one of the largest landowning families

in Devon, with estates extending to fifteen thousand acres. After a

distinguished university career - he gsined a double first in classics at

Oxford and became a fellow of All Souls' - he had entered Parliament but lost

his eat after voting for repeal. Thereafter, he determined to learn chewistry

(entering King's College London) to demonstrate to the west of England
farmers that scientific farming could prove a better way forward than continued

hankering after protection. He travelled widely gathering information for

-

his prize essay 'On the Farming of Somerset' which was published in 1851,
and taking inspiration from the Exeter meeting of the Royal in 1850, he

undertook to revive the moribund Bath & West Society, editing the first

1 See Morton's sketch in his 'Noteworthy Agriculturist' series: A.G., 7 January
1871, and 9 April 1877. Hoskyns's views on steam ploughing have been’
given attention by G.E. Fussell, 'Charles /sic_/ Wren Hoskyns', Notes

and Queries, 153,1927,pp.h2;4.
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seven volumes (L1853-60) of its resurrected Letters and Papers. 1

The joint editorship of Thompson, Hoskyns and Acland seems to have
been an ?neasy arrangement and it may be that they were not very suited
on personality grounds to work together as an editorial team. Thompson
was a practical man of business and science, Hoskyns talented but sometimes
rather whimsical in approach; Acland; apart from his academic and farming
work had interests in the Army and Church. ZEarl Cathcart's memoir of Thompson,
for the most part eulogistic, mentions that contemporaries often found his
rather withdrawn mamner distant, aloof, and unapproachable, 2 while Acland,
according to a letter of his mother's in H.De. Acland's collected lLetters and
Memoirs (1902) of his father, could be dilatory and indecisive. 3 Criticisms
soon came from outside- at the annual general meetihg of 1857 Samuel Sidney
observed that he had 'never yet known the office of editor conducted as it
ought to be, when put into commission like the Chancellor's seal'.
Early in 1858 attention began to be given to the question of the appointment

5

of a paid editor, © and the Journal Committee even went so far as to

suggest that the editorship be offered to Hoskyns and Morton, to be conducted
on a joint basise. 6 This suggestion was not followed up and there was a great
deal of resistance to the concept of a salaried editor among the ordinary

€ouncil, whose support was necessary before it was possible to proceed with an

appointment.

1 Kenneth Hudson, The Four Great Men of the Bath & West, 1973, pp.11-16.
Acland's revival of the Bath & West is considered in same author's The
Bath & West: a Bicentenary History, 1977, pp.88-116.
Cathcart, 'Thompson', p.519.

3 Quoted in Hudson, 'Four Great Men', p.16,

b F.M.(3), XIII, 1858, p.71.
* 2 Minutes of Journal Committee, 3 February 1858,

6 Ibid., 3 March 1858.

2
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As Pusey had carried out the editorial responsibilities entirely without
remuneration, péyment for the Editor was seen as an unwelcome increase
in erpengditure and the proposal was held up by Samuel Jonas and William
Torr who were, significantly, two prominent tenant farmer members of the
Council, A compromise was reached in May 1358 whereby the triumvirate
expressed a willingness to continue, provisionally, as joint-editors until
some other arrangement could be made, so long as they were granted a sum
not exceeding three hundred pounds per annum for such assistance as they
required. 1 This did not solve the problem of editorship, but as was

observed in the Farmer's Magazine: 'tested by the position, tastes and habits

of Mr. Pusey, it may be some time before the right man turns up'.

In the autumn of 1858 Hoskyns and Acland withdrew from the arrangement
claiming pressure of other commitmentse. 3 It was probable, however, that
there was also disagreement over matters of editorial policy, especially
over the admission of 'political'! topics to the Journal. Hoskyns was
enthusiastic.over the question of agricultural statistics, an example of
a subject area which Thompson felt ought to be excluded under the terms of
the Society's Charter. This left Thompson as the sole editor, though still
with the three hundred pounds that had been granted for editorial assistance.
He continued as Editor for a year, but it is clear that he received a great

deal of assistance during this time from Morton. 4 In November 1859 Thompson

1 Monthly Councils, 3 February, 3 March, 25 May 1858; F.M.(3), XIII, 1858,
pp.262,277,519.

2 'Royal Agricultural Society - Proceedings in Council', Ibid., p.95,

3 Minutes of Journal Committee 3 November 1858; Monthly Council 3 November
1858, F.M.(3), X1V, 1858, p.488.

4 See 'An Investigator ', Letter, A.G.,16 June 1860, and Morton's obituary
Ibid., 14 May 1888.
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a8sked for a committee to be appointed to consider the future of the
editorship. 1 This was the year that he entered Parliament although his
decision to relinquish the editorship must also be seen against a background

)
of criticism of the ed%torial arrangements in the agricultural press and
at the Society's General Meetings; it is not clear however whether this was
a factor in his resignation. Given ihompson's single-minded character and
his later attitude to critics, it is probable that he was not concerned with
criticisms at this juncture. By December, the Council accepted a recommendation
that a 'literary and scientific editor' of the Society's Journal be appointed
at a salry of five hundred pounds per annum, the whole time of the Editor
to be at the disposal of the Society. 2 Advertisements were placed in the
agricultural press and in March 1860 the Editorship Committee, which consisted
of Sir John Shelly, Sir William Miles, Sir John Johnstone, C.S. Lefevre as
well as Thompson, Hoskyns, and Acland, reported that of twenty-five applicants
vho had complied with the terms of the advertisement, they unan;mously

recommended the appointment of P.H. Frere and this was duly confirmed by the
3

Council,

Frere was Bursar of Downing College, Cambridge, son of a former Master.
He had joined the Society in 1840, at the time of the Cambridge Meeting,
but apart from occasional commuications on minor matters he
had not played an active part in the Society's proceedings during the inter-
vening period. He had some knowledge of agriculture from the management
of family and college estates but, as he was practically unknown to agriculturists

generally, his appointment was extremely ill-received by the agricultural

1 Monthly Council, 3 November 1859, F.M.(3), XVI, 1859, p.495.
2 Ibid., 7 December 1859, F.M.(3), XVIIT, 1860, p.49.
3 Editorship Committee, 9 March 1860.
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community, especially as it had been confidently expected that John Chalmers

Morton would be giveun the editorshipe.

Mortop's connection with the Agricultural Gazette has already been
noted., He is a key figure in any examination of agriculturai progress
in Victorian England and he played a large, though mostiy indirect, part in the
affairs of the Royals Educated in Edinburgh at the Merchiston Castle School
he had attended some of low's classes on agriculture at the University
before coming to join his father on Earl Ducie's Whitfield Example Farm in
Gloucestershire. While at school he had carried out, in 1836, his first piece
of agricultural reporting, on Smith of Deanston's subsoil drainage and deep
cultivation, 1 Appointed to the editorship of the new-founded Gazette at the
age of twenty-three in 18L4, he continued in that pést until his death in 1888,
His obituary recalls how he brought out 1,300 successive issues of the paper
without interruption and it was Morton's boast that he had attended every Royal

Show except those of 1840, 1842, 1848 and 1854. 2 His Cyclopaedia of Agriculture,

completed in 1855, was 'still the most complete work of the kind extant' at the
time of his death. 3 As a constant commentator on the development of agricul-
ture and a promoter of technical and scientific advance in farming,Morton's
observations provide a fascinating insight into the nature of nineteenth
century agricultural progress.e In addition to writing for the Gazette he
contributed to the Journal of the Royal and other periodicals as well as

editing his own Farmer's Almanac and Book of the Farm series, which contained

one of the most successful of farm textbooks in the last quarter of the

century. He was also an Inspector for the Land Commissioners and a member

1

'Mr. Morton's Schooldays', A.G., 21 May 1888,
2

Tbide 7, 14 May 1888; Scott Watson and Hobbs, Great Farmers, p.287.
3 E. Clarke, 'John Chalmers Merton', Journal (2), XXIV, 1888, pp.691-6.
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of the Royal Commisaion on the Pollution of Rivers between 1868 and 1874,
One of his most abiding interests was in agricultural education; he conducted
classes %n agriculture in Edinburgh in 1855 and was largely responsible for
directing the attention of the Royal to the subjecte.

By 1860 Morton may be considered to be one of the most influential
and respected of agricultural writeré and his literary talent, energy,
impartiality, closeness to the agricultural comrmmnity, together with his
experience of editing an agricultural journal would appear to have given him
impeccable credentials as the Royal Agricultural Society's Editor. As he
had directly assisted Thompson, the fact that he was passed over and the position
given to an 'unknown' is not immediately explicable. There is no direct
evidence that Thqmpson and Morton had anything but a good working rglation-
ship and it is noticeable that Morton always paid tribute to Thompson's
work on the Society's behalf , even when Thompson was under criticism from
the agricultural communitye. 1 Thompson and Hoskyns did not vote on the
deciéion of the Editorship Committee. Given that they were both closely
associated with Morton it would clearly have been improper for them to take
any other course. Yet as critics of the decision were quick to poiut out,
it was extraordinary that the rest of the Selection Committee did not heed their
advice, assuming that they were in favour of Morton's selection. 2 Mortoxn,
had, after all, been recommended for the post, with Hoskyns, two years

earlier. In the absence of any specific evidence suggestions as to the

1 That Morton was grieved over his non-selection for the editorship is

clear from the tone of some of higs leaders in the Gazette at the time,
though because of the circumstances he was restreined in the expression
of his. views (see particularly A.G., 10 March 1860). Yet he was able
to pay tribute to Thompson in his 'laborious office'; see, for example,
Ibid, 25 February 1861.

2 1An Investigator', letter,Ibid., 16 June 1860, Ibid., 9 June 1860,
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reason for Morton's non-appointment can only be speculative. There may
have been a desire on the part Af the Selection Committee not to appoint
a professional journalist on the grounds that this might have encouraged
the 'popularisationt of the Journal, a.change which was called for by
many, including Morton, rather than contiruing its character as a substantial
work of reference, In justifying Frere's appointment, much was made of his
literary and academic qualifications. Another possibility is that Thompson
had come to the conclusion that it would be difficult for the Journal Committee
to maintain control if Morton, who would certainly have wished to preserve
a high degree of independence, was to be the Editor. Thompson who continued
as Chairman of the Journal Committee until 1873 gave close direction to the
Mitor during the 1860s; it is, however, interesting‘to speculate upon the
direction that the Society would have taken with Morton's active participation
in {tg affairs as Editor.

The full list of candidates for the editorship does not survive in the
records of the Society, but Samuel Sidney was among the othef applicantse.

\As Sidney was the most persistent critic of the Society at this time it is
hardly surprising that his application was not viewed favourably, but he
maintained that he had been disqualified on the same grounds as Morton:

'we had both been professional writers connected with newspapers, not amateurs
and had not graduated from an English University'. Morton, he added, would
have been far more competent than the Journal Committee and would so much

have improved the Journal as to reduce the importance of the preceding volumese.
With characteristic vigour Sidney denounced Frere's appointment at the

half~yearly meeting in May 1860: A

1 Sidney, letter, A.G., 16 June 1860,
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the gentleman selected was a highly-educated man and a perfect
gentleman he readily admitted; but considering that there was amongst
the other candidates several men who had devoted themselves for years
to the subject of agriculture and agricultural information, who had
learnt by experience both how to write and how to edit on agriculture
which were two utterly different things - as different indeed as
painting and statuary - and who had the confidence oee of the
agricultural community, who were on intimate terms with all the

best farmers in England, it was with surprise that people saw the
Council electing a gentleman totally unknown tothe agricultural world -
a gentleman of middle age, without experience, without literary
reputation, althougk doubtless connnected with influential families -
who commenced his editorial apprenticeship for the first time when he

entered his duties as editor of the Journal.

According to John Girdwood, a writer for the Highland Society and
involved as a land agent with agricultural improvement, 2 there was an immense
amount of dissatisfaction with the appointment: 'when the committee made its
selection, it had before it in the list of candidates the name of John
Morton eee a feeling of the greatest astonishmert was created among the
agriculturists of England when such a man was passed by 'e 3

The protests about the appointment continued throughout the agricultural
press; there was something 'strange and inexplicable' about the affair; the
non-selection of Morton was an 'unwarrantable blow to the cause of scientific
agricuiture 'e 4

Frere continued‘in the editorship until his death in May 1868, Arrangements

vere made for the second issue of the Journal for that year to be brought out

1 p.M.(3), XVIII, 1860, p.480.

2 A.G., 28 September 1861.

3 F.M.(3), XVIII, 1860, p.482-3.

* A.G., 26 May and 9 June 1860; F.M.(3), XVIL, 1860, p..8k.
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by Josiah Goodwin, editor of the Journal of the Bath & West Societys. Frere's
death initiated a debate on the future management of the Journal and after
prolonged ﬁiscussioﬁ in the Council meetings of June and July it was agreed
that the office of Secretary and Editor be combined after 1 January 1869. 1
Henry Hall Dare, the Secretary, appligd for the new combined post but his
apélication wag rejected by the Editorship Committee and the Council after
considerable debate., At first, the recommendation that ﬁare be dismissed and
a joint Secretary/Editor appointed at an annual salary of six hundred pounds
was narrowl& defeated on the Council (13-14) but after further discussion,
when a number of alternative cptions were considered, it was decided to dimiss
Dare, give him six hundred pounds by way of compensation and advertise the combined
post at an annual.salary of four hundred pounds. 2 éhis was, of course, an
extremely insensitive way in which to treat Dare, who had supervised the
administration of the Society's affairs iﬁ.an entirely satisfactory manner
after the Hudson débhicle. ° That he was extremely pained by the decision

is clear from his statement to the General Meeting of 1868:

\ On first assuming the ffice he felt extremely diffident of his
powers eees Having resolved to devote all his energies to the
business of the Society he at once set to work in the collection of
subscriptions in arrear amounting to nearly £5,000 .ee At that
time the capital of the Society was only £10,000; but by.dint of
hard work, in the course of four years and a half he raised it to
£21,000 «ee The severance of his connection with the Society was
a source of regret to him, particularly in the present year, when
he had hoped, under the presidency of H.R.H. the Prince of Wales,
to have been able to carry out the Manchester Show with success:

1 Monthly Council, 3 June 1868, F.M.(3), XXXIV, 1868, p.39.
2 Thid., 1 July 1868, F.M., pp.137-8.
° His dismissal in 1850,
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however there was no help for it but to bow to the financial
requirements of the Council, and to take his leave of the Society. 1

The ostensible motive for the combination of offices was to economise
on expenditure, but the savings to be made were relatively small, The policy
was moved by the more 'practical' elements of the Council, William Torr and
Charles Randell (in as much as they were working tenant-farmers) who had
opposed the creation of a salaried editorship in 1859, and an inference to be
drawn is that they did not attach a great deal of importance to the Journal
in the totality of the Society's work. This was in contrast to the view of
observers such as Morton who deplored the decision on the gfounds that the
editor,whose galary it was desired to save, ought to have been 'the vefy
eye and‘nerve power of the body seeing and feeling everything in English
agriculture everywﬁere', and that the two offices were incompatible because
the secretarial duties were largely of an administrative nature, to be
carried out from Hanover Square, while the editor needed to be ‘'portable' not
'fixed's Instead of having the freedom to go out and obtain material for
reports and articles the combingd Editor/Secretary was to be 'cooped up
in a wooden office' looking after mundane general matter which could be left
to Dare who had 'many years good service as a most efficient secretary'.

As in 1860, considerable interestiwas expressed in the appointment.
According'to Bailey Denton 3 the outstanding men for the position at that time

were Morton, J.A. Clarke (who became Editor of the Chamber of Agriculture

Journal the following year), and Howard Reeds Reed had contributed influential
papers on the cattle plague and steam ploughing to the Society's Journal

and had recently left England to edit the Transactions of the New South Wales

-1 FaM.(3), X0V, 1869, p.S6.

2 A.G., 6 June and 4 July 1868,
3 Je Bailey Denton, letter,Ibid., 15 August 1869.
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Agricultural Society, a publication that was praised by Morton as being a model
of what a successful journal of an agricultural society should be - popular in
style with an emphasis on practical topicse.

, )

Although many potential candidates, including Morton and Clarke, were
dissuaded from applying by the terms of the appointment 2 forty-six
applications were received. Tﬁe Sel?ction Committee, which comprised Lord
Chesham,Jonn Dent Dent, Chandos Wren. Hoskyns, William Torr and Charles
Randell under the Chairmanship of Thompson, unanimously recommended the
appointment of H.M. Jenkins, and this was accepted without question by the
Council,

The controversy generated by this decision exceeded that which had been
occasioned by Frgre's selectionrine years earlier. Aged twenty—ni;e, denkins
had left school at fourteen and after short periods of vork with a seed and corm
merchant in Bristol and a manufacturing chemist had entered irnto a minor |
position as a clerk at the Geological Society in London. There his aptitude and
efficiency quickly brought him to the attention of the senior officers of
the Society such as Murchison anrd Huxley, and he eventually succeeded Rupert Jones
as Secretary and Editor, having acquired sufficient geological knowliedge by
private study as to be able to contribute scholarly articles to geological
periodicals. According to Morton, the members of the Selection Committee had
unarimously agreed that the testimonials provided by Murchison and others
suggested that Jenkins was the outstanding of the candidates.3 It was also
considered that his geological knowledge would prove a useful asset to his new

viork,

1 Ibide, 17 October 1868.

2 A.G., 22 August 1868.
3 J.C. Morton, 'The late Mr., H.M. Jenkins F.G.S. A Memoir', Journal (2),
XXTII, 1887, p.17h.



The testimonials and the geological experimce did not impress the
agricultural community. Morton led the attack upon the.appointment and
was less ?estrained than he had been on the occasion of Frere's appointment
as he was now not directly involved. The whole affair, according to Morton,
was an'heroic disregard of common-sense's The best man might have been
chosen, but this he maintained was ogly a reflection of the misguided nature of
the combined post; however good his career at the Geological Society may have
been, dJenkins krew nothing of agriculture. Torr, Randell, and others were
more concerned with obtaining a Secretary than an Editor, as they never
read the Journal, Morton alleged. The appointment was 'so ludicrously absurd';
it was a farce to elect an 'entire outsider' as ‘teacher and leader' within
a special department of instruction. It was 'altogéther indefensible', a
'wrong thing' had been done. Thompson was criticised for not wanting an
editor, but a sub-editor 'the real editorship will be conducted as it has &ll along
already been, by the Chairman of the Journal Committee'.'l

At the December General Meeting Morton was supported in his criticism,
by Sidney, C.S. Read, and others, who repeated the arguments that had been
60 widely voiced against the appointment during the preceding - month - it
was necessary to have a knowledge of agriculture in order to properly
discharge the editorial duties, great injustice had been done to Dare, the
Selection Committee had acted in a close and secretive manner. 2 It was this
latter point that gave rise to most criticism and Henry Corbet who objected to
3

the way in which the names of potential editors had been discussed in the Gazette

came to the conclusion that 'a good man had been got in a bad way'. 4 Thompson

-

A.G., 7, 14, 21 November, 12 December 1868,
F.M.(3), XXXV, 1869, pp.49-56.

3 M.L.E., 7 September 1868.

Ibide, 9 November 1868.

N

&
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made a vigorous defence of the appointment, with regard to both the mode of
selection and the man that had been chosen:

You advertised to the whole country; you appointed a Committee;
no one disputed the competency of the Committee - and in saying
this he spoke not of himself as Chairman, but of the Committee
generally. The Committee was unanimous in its recommendation,
Every member of the Council had the testimonials in his hand;
and he ventured to assent that no gentleman competing for office
ever had better, more consistent, more hearty, more unanimous
testimonials .ee He should like to know therefore, in what other
way the Committee and the Council could have proceeded, if they

had wished to act businecs-like and openly. 1

There was much to be said for this justification: the post had been
widely advertised and in Hoskyns, Dent, and cthers, the Selection Committee
contained some of the most active and progressive elements of the Council.
Thompson went on to dismiss the complaints that the Editor needed direct
agricultural experience by reviewing the work that was involved. He firstly
identified the practical part - printing arrangements, production of
illustrations, and settlement of printer's bills which could be done by
any business-like person whether acquainted with egriculture or not. A4s
for the matter that the Journal was to contain, reports of implements and
stock at the shows were furnished by experienced reporters who undertook
the task. Prize essays were adjudicated by the Journal Committee and
there was the more strictly scientific matter written by authorities such as
Voelcker, Lawes and Gilbert which was self-generating. A final class of
paper was that whereby the editor extracted communications from the farming
community, but since Pusey's time this had been a small proportion of the

whole contents. In this case agricultural knowledge was necessary, but there

1 mhig., pp.53-5.
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vwas no reason why the new Editor should not acquire it: 'Mr. Sidney had
not received an agricultural education but he had nevertheless achieved
success in editing a work on - Pigs! (loud laughter) ... He would be very
much surprised if in the course of two ye;rs or so Jenkins had not proved
himself a fit man for office'. 1

In the event, Thompson's views and judgement were entirely vindicated
and within the year there were abundant tributes to éhe energy and
efficiency with which Jenkins carried out his office. In the 1870s he
wrote extensively for the Journal and lectured widely to agricultural
clubs and societiese Perhaps the most outstanding tribute to his success
vas the wholly eulogistic obituary memoir of Jenkins written by Morton in
1887, Given that .Morton had led in condemning his afpointment it is
especially poignant:

I had opposed his original appointment to the offices which he
has held with such signal advantage and ability see I know

that for years he imagined that scant justice was.dealt out

to him in the weekly journal that I edited ... the members of the
great Society of which our late friend was Secretary may, however,
be assured that no one could bring to the duty which has been
confided to me a keener sense of the great loss we have all
sustained, a more earnest desire to do justice to the example

of his career, or a warmer Iyalty to his memory. 2
Thompson continued as Chairman of the Journal Committee until he was
forced to resign through ill-health in December 1873; he had become an

increasingly infrequent attender at Hanover Square since 1870. 3 He was

1 Tbid., The reference was to Sidney's revision of Youatt's Book of the Pig,

which he claimed to have done largely by questionnaire.
Morton, ‘'Jenkins', p.169.
3 Minutes of the Journal Committee, 9 December 1873,

2
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succeeded by John Dent Dent, of Ribsteon Hall, Wetherbye Dent had been

elected to the Council in 1865 and was a Member of Parliament for Scarborough.

He was particularly interested in the scientific work of the Royal (he also

served aé Chairman of the Chemical Committee) and played a prominent part in the

proceedings of the Society in the 1870s and 1880s. He was President in

1882, 1 His articles for the Journal had been well received and with editorial

duties shared between him and Jenkins a most successful pertnership emerged,

under which the Journal steadily grew in stature during the 1870s.

The Character and Content of the Journal 1840-80

In his review of the development of the Royal Agricultural Society in

1878, Jenkins identified three main phases of the early history of the

Journal. There was an initial period when it teemed with short practical

articles written by enthusiastic landowners and farmers who had been among

the

founders of the Society. This was followed by a greater reliance upon

prize essays which in turn gave way to specially commissioned articles and

official reports written by recognised specialists, 2

This identification was not strictly accurate as prize essays had been

a feature of the Journal from the outset, but the tendency towards a

smaller number of more substantial articles is clear from an analysis of the

contentse In the first forty volumes of the Journal (184%0-1879) there

are

1,149 substantive articles, communications, and reports. In addition

there are 164 short notes, and reports of lectures and discussions held at

Hanover Square at the initiative of the Council. The average number of

1l

2

A.G., 24 March 1873 (noteworthy agriculturists); Ibid., Derby Supplement,
14 July 1881, p.V; The Times, Obituary, 24 December 1894. Dent, like
Thompson, also served as Chairman of the North Eastern Railway from 1830

until his death,
H.M., Jenkins, 'The Royal Agricultural Society of England', Journal (2), XIV,

1878, pp.889-90.
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articles per volume for fiveeyear periods, 1840.- 79, is as follows:

Table IV: Average Number of Articles in the Journal, 1840-79

Volumes Average numher of Average length
) Articles per volume®* (pages)
I - V 1840-5 ** 38 13
VI- X 1845-9 35 17
XI - XV 1850-5 " 28 22
XVI- XX 1856-9 26 22
XXI- XXV 1860-4 25 ' 21
I - V (second series) 1865-9 27 . 19
VI- X 1870-4 26 25
XX - xv 1875-9 26 28

* to nearest whole number excluding miscellaneous notes and communications.

** No volumes for 1844 or 1854, two for 1845 and 1856

The larger number of short articles during the 1840s is in part a
reflection of the enthusiasm that Pusey engendered among farmers for
communication on matters of agricultural practice and the care and interest
that he took in rendering them fit for publication. There is interesting

confirmation of this in a letter from E.B. Pusey to the Agricultural Gazette

Literary Supplemené in 1879. Recalling days spent away from Oxford at

the family home in Berkshire he remembered how his brother would begin his day
at 6 a.m. rewriting letters received with little attention given to orthography
or grammar in order to pick out that which was valuable while keeping to the
facts; he was 'all along much interested in his plans, because they involved
self-denying labour for the good of others'. 1 The decline in the number of
short communications was in part a reflection of the expansion of the agri-

cultural newspaper which gave opportunity for greater speed of pﬁblication

1 E.B. Pusey, letter, A.G. Literary Suvplement, 21 April, 1879, p.l7.

<
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and topicality, but the tendency was deprecated by many. Charles Lawrence wrote
to Pusey in 1854 asking for agricultural experiments to be carried out by farmers
and recordgd in the Journal, the pages of which wéuld thereby 'be enriched by a
variety of matter highly instructive and useful’. 1 1n 1861 Lawrence

complained about the policy of.relying on the promulgation of strictly
scientific topics and prize essays 's; that intelligent or cobservant farmers
hesitate from communicating’results as they thought they might not be valued or
be worthy of notice! 2 comments that were quoted with approval in the

Apgricultural Gazette. 3

In the 1840s the prize essay was still a standard and uncontroversial

mode of eliciting information followed by many learned societieses The

Society generally announced ten topics each year, with previums typically

ranging between £10 and £50 for each essay. Topics were choser by the Journal

Committee, who would consult with other members of the Councile To begin

with, the essay topics were seen as falling into discrete groups, such as

'Experiments', 'Manures and Soils’, ’Agricultural Operations’ and 'Implements’
\but this classification was not’ later adhered to. All essayists had to abide

by a set of rules which was printed in the Journal along with the essay topicse.

The most important of these rules was that information contained in the essays

was to be founded on experience or observation, rather than compiled from

secondary sourcese. Essays sent in for competition were to be inscribed with

a motto and accompanied by a sealed envelope bearing the motto and containing

the name of the essayiste In this way anonymity was preserved. When the essay

1 Lawrence to Pusey, 'On diminishing the Quantity of Roots in

fattening Cattle', 10 August 1854, p.8. Berkshire Record Office D/EBp, F8/2.

C. Lawrence, 'On the Management of Clover Layers eee',Journal, XXII,
1861 ’ pp.l+1+?-8.

3 A.G.y 15 March 1862,

2



157

topics were published quite detailed guidelihes were generally laid down as
to the information that was wanted and essayists had to provide information
under specified headings. Essays were adjudicated by the Journal Committee.
A problem that was encountered from the outset was that the Society
had difficuvlty in obtaining essays of sufficient merit to award premiums,
although unsuccessful essays were frequently published. Competitors
often submitted material that was derivéd from their own experience or
observations, as was required, but based upon a restricted outlook with
little knowledge of the broad compass of the subject that they had
understakene The shortcomings were expressed by J.S. Henslow who had read
some of the unsuccessful submissions on 'Diseases of Wheat' in 1840:

I have <ee s8een these essays, and it was evident to me that the
authors were ignorant of many facts long known to scientific
enquiries, respecting the nature of these diseases, and the causes
producing them. However valuable some of the remarks may have been,
as the results of the personal and practical experience of their

authors, these essays fell far short of what the Society really

wanted. 1

By the 1860s the prize essay system was the subject of considerable
criticism on the grounds that it was anachronistic. Instead, it was
maintained that a more appropriate method of obtaining sound material was
to commission acknowledged experts in their respective fields to write on
defined topics. The topics announced for prize essays had also been
scrutinised and found to be wanting in as much as they did not always reflect
vwhat were perceived to be the relevant and important issues of the day. A

review, for example, of the list for 1862, which included such items as

1 J.S. Henslow, 'Report on the Diseases of Wheat', Journal, II, 1841, p.l.
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'The Agriculture of Staffordshire', 'Hay-making', 'lLand-valuing', 'Management
of the Home Farm', and 'Any Agricultural Subject', made an unsatisfactory
comparison with those which had been prepared by Pusey. Mortn held that
topicality and relevance had declined and that in 1862 more appropriate
subjects would include reaping by machinery, cultivation by steam power, and
‘the relative merits of different breeds of sheepe. The meagre list presented
by the Society was a 'confession of inability and feilure' on the part of
the Journal Committee. 1 Consideration of the lists of topics between 1840 and
1869 shows that in the early years there was a greater emphasis on subjects
" that related to the practical experience of farmers - modes of root storage,
rotations followed, results of fertiliser application. Increasingly, the
topics of the day,- utilisation of town sewage, theories of plant nutrition or
the nature of cattle diseases - were subjects which reeded the attention of
the expert and were inaporopriate for public competition as they demanded greater
technical experise and speciHlist knowledge.

Another source of dissatisfaction with the system was the anonymity
of the adjudicators; and when the authors of unsuccessful essays had them
published on their own initiative the competency of the judges was sometimes
questioned when, as was often the case, public opinion did not coincide with
the official view of the relative merits of the different essays. A good
exaﬁple was over the important subject of steam cultivation in 1863; Frere,
vhose ability was under question, was scathingly referred to as 'walking
about with a bundle of essays in his pocket asking for someone to read

them! 2 and such comment, justified or not, undermined confidemnce in the

1 A.G., 3 August 1861.
2 'The Public Judge', F.M., (3), XXIV, 1863, p.257.
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system. Sidney considered continued adherence to the procedure indefensible:

What did the Council do in this matter of prize essays? They
induced a number of men to write on a particular topic; the

essays went before a committee exiting of nobody knew who; and
after a cut-and;dry arrangement an unsatisfactory sketch was placed

. before the'world. 1

i "Little good, Sidney .maintained, would come of continuing to offer prize

essays: 'He had written a prize essay himself and knew how such things were

got up'. 2 By the late 1860s the system was clearly outmoded. It took a

great deal cf time to read the essays which was wasted when, as Thompson

. was forced to admit, submissions were often badly written or ‘'mere twaddle's.

3

Although there was no specific resolution to discontinue the series the

Minutes of the Journal Committee show an increasing tendency to approach

¥nown authorities for papers for which payment was given. The Committee

also considered unsolicited material which was submitted by various authors

from time to time. The last premium offered by the Journal Committee (in 1869),

vas twenty-five pounds for 'Any Agricultural Subject', awarded, rather

curiously, to a paper on the Jersey fotato. t Although it was held that

" the Journal Committee continued the system after it ought to have been

abandoned, there was no uniformity of opinion that the.system had a deleterious

influence on the Journal content. While there were those who agreed with

H.H. Dixon (himself a prize essayist) that 'prize essays and country reports

have not done much for this journal so far' (1869),S in 1873 it could be maintained

that 'many of the best papers in the Journal were provoked by the premiums'e.

(=2 NN I i VU V)

1

F.M.(3), XXXV, 1869, p.51

Ibid.(3), XXXIIT, 1868, p.39.

_I_l_)i.g_.(3)9 XXXV, 1869, p.S4e

C.P. Le Cornu, 'The Potato in Jersey!', Journal (2), VI, 187}, pp.127-44,
H.H. Dixon, 'The Royal Agricultural Society', pe30l,

'The Prize System Again', F.M.(3), XIIIX, 1873, p.483.
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. The one hundred pounds for an essay on potato disease put up by Earl
_Cathcart in that year brought ninety-two entries, but as the prize was not
awarded this only served to underline the inefficiency of the system,

In summary, the following were the main sources of content of the Journal

-

' between 1840 and 1880:

(i) UNSOLICITED COMMUNICATIONS: farticularly important during

the early phase of Pusey's editorship. These were often very short

notes, revised by Pusey, and either placed in the main body of the

Journal or in space devoted to(shorter notes and communications. Pusey .
actively encouraged communications of this king and in the early years

the Society also organised experiments, such as on the productivity of
improved wheat strains and fertiliser applicatidh. More substantial
communications were also received, and Lawes and Gilbert, in particular,

used the Journal as a medium of publication, although their experiwents

were conducted independently of the Societye.

(i1) PRIZE ESSAYS: TUp to twelve topics per annum were designated between
1840 and 1869, chosen by the Journal Committee in consultation with the
Council, Prizes were also sometimes offered by individuals. A wide

variety of topics was produced, the most important sub-set of which

were the series of county reports (generally three a year between 1844-1856).
Many of the premiums werenot awarded but some of the unsuccessful essays
were published.

(iii) COMMISSIONED ARTICLES: Topics were chosen by the Journal Committee,

and these articles were particularly important in the late 1860s and in

the 1870s.
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(iv) LECTFRES DELIVERED TO THE SOCIETY: These were either at the country
meetings or at the Society's headquarters. Important papers were given in the
main body of contents, and sometimes placed, along with discussion, in a
separéte end-section, though this was not a continuous feature.

(v) REPORTS: Accounts of implements and stock at the country meetings

were a regular feature, undertaken by stewards at the shows. There were

also accounts of other domestic and overseas exhibitions with an
agricultural content. The Society's consultants produced reports on specific
subjects of investigation and laboratory analyses. Veterinary, chemical, and
botanial reports were a very prominent feature of the contents during the
1870s.

(vi) MATERIAL ABSTRACTED: Papers were sometimes reproduced from such

sources as the'Journal of the Society of Arts and Royal Commissions, and

there were also translations from overseas publications and books,

Appendices to the Journal contained matter relating directly to the Society

- reports of meetings, 1 premiums, rules, and regulations. A statistical

section, with reports of prices, meteaxological records etc.,was a feature from

1855 onwards, being an innovation of Thompson's when he first assumed the

Chairmanship of the Journal Committees

Between 1840 and 1879 there weee 445 individual contributérs to the Journal,

However K a sub-set of leading contributors may be identified: 44 authors, 10 per

cent of the total during the period under consideration, with L4 or more articles,

contributed nearly one half of the content (482 out of 1,149 articles).

1l

The formal reports of the half-yearly meetings of the Society do not carry
any of the discussion which took place. For this - which is particularly

informative - recourse has to be made to the agricultural periodicals ang

newspapers.



Table V ¢ Leading contributors to the Journal 1840-79

(qualification: 4 or more articles)

Author No,of Author No.of Author No.of
Articles Articles Articles
** A. Voelcker 83 JHannam 8 * F. Dun 5
X+ J.B. lawes 30 X J.Parkes 8 X 14. Portman 5
X P. Pusey 27 * J. Buckman 7  * W. Duguid 5
Xt 3.7, Way 22 J.A. Clarke 8 R. Vallentine 5
* J.H. Gilvert 19 He Dixon 7 Col. Ie Couteur L
R. Herbert 19 ¥ J. Dent Dent 7 J.Bs. Denton L
X P.H. Frere 17 G. Murray 7 J. Grey 4
** J.B. Simmonds 17 T. Rowlendson 7 = ¥ R.K. Wlwerd 6
X H.M. Jenkins 1k * W, Tanner ? C. Cadle by
J.C. Morton 14 * C. Daubeny 6 J«Ce Clutterbuck 4
* J. curtis 14 X J.E. Denison 6 C.S. Read L
* J. Coleman 11 C.T. Lawrence 6 W.L. Rham A
** W. Carruthers 11 * J. Wilson 6 * V. Sanday 4
* H.S. Thompson 11 * J.F.W. Johnston 6  * C, Whitehead 4
H. Evershed 10 . * J. vright 4

X official position with the Society, * 'Scientist'.

Several features cf this list require comment, Overall, the outstanding
characteristic is the degree to which the leading contributors were either
directly connected with the Society as consultants, or on the Council‘or were
‘practising men of science. Of those not designated within these categories some
were well-known professional writers - Morton, Evershed (later agricultural
correspondent of [hg_zig}g) Clarke, Dixon, and Rham - and many were land-
agents or connected with land improvement in various ways - Hamnam, Murrzay,

Rowlandson, Vallentine, Denton, Cadle. The land-agents were also well

'0fficial Position': Consultants, Council membership or Editor.'Scientistt!:

a professional connection with science in teaching or research,
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represented among the more minor contributors (those with less than four

articles) together with many practising farmers. Of course, categories

of occupations were by no means mutually exclusive and classification can

only be approximate, especially as occupation often changed during an

individual's lifetime., The 'professionalism' of the contributors stands

out, and absent are the leisured speétatora of the rural scene who were such
prolific contributors to the agricultural newspapers and other periodicalse.

It might seem that, compared with Veliz's analysis of the authorship of

articles in the Annals of Agriculture (see p. 70 ) the diversity of

practising agricultural writers had fallen over the first h21f of the nineteenth

century. In fact, the two analyses are not comparable because the Annals

were conducted as a topical forum, while the Journal specialised in more

substantive, academic articles, although the Journal of the 1840s, as we

have noted, carried more short articles than later volumes, What this

demonstrates is that writing on agriculture became increasingly the provincs
of the specialist in Victorian times - itself an aspect and reflection of

‘agricultural progress's By the 1840s and 1850s there were of course, a larger

number of alternative foutlets’ for communications on agricultre, and those
who might have written to Young, or Pusey, were increasingly inclined to

write to the agricultural newspapers rather than use the Journal as a

topical forum, Yet it is also interesting that there was a substantial

number of agricultural writers who did not contribute much to the Journal
- Caird, Mechi, Corbet, C.W. Johnson, and Sidney are names which readily come

to mind, 1 and this must be taken account of in assessing the ideas that were

propagated by the Journal.

1 Although all of these had one or more articles in the Journal between

1840 and 1879,
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From thiz general survey of the editorial arrangements, origins of the
material contained in the Journal, and the contributors, we may proceed to
closer examination of its content over the period considered in the
present study as a first step towards an assessment of the role of the
Journal in promoting agricultural progress. It bhas of course, been widely
recognised as a significant medium for the communication of information on
agriculture, but most surveys of the period are restricted to general

statements about its importance. Typical of such statements are :

the Journal was an important vehicle for the dissemination of new

knowledge and practice 1

or: its Journal, under the great editorships of Philip Pusey and H.M.
Jenkins, maintained the highest standards set by the best periodicals
of the period 2

or: If good farming could be learnt from books, there should have been no
medieval farming in the British agriculture of 1850. Under Philip
Pusey as editor, the bi-annual Journal of the Royal Agricultural Society
provided full reports of the Society's shows and of the scientific lectures

given to general meetings se.

- or: Progressive farmers could now learn of the best approved practices in the

Royal Agricultural Society's Journal 4

These statements, uncontroversial as they are, nevertheless excite a
number of questions which have been given little attention by historians >f
English agriculture. Such questions include the place of the Journal in

its relation to other agricultural periodicals of the time,readership and

1 G.P. Jones, and A.G. Pool, A Hundred Years of Economic Development in

Great Britain, 1940, p.7l.
2 McGregor, 'Introduction' to English Farming Past and Present, 6th edn., 1961,

poCio
3 Orwin and Whetham, History of British Agriculture, pp.33-4.
4 Chambers and Mingay, 'The Agricultural Revolution 1750-1880, p.170.
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degree of notice that farmers took of the contents, the way in which information
was generated and passed down to farmers, the view of progress presented to
them, and whether the Journal was a 'leader' or 'follower' with respect to the
- development of new knowledge on the scientific and technical aspects of agricul-
tures To put this another way: did the Society, through its Journal, initiate
topics that were then expanded or followed up in alternative media? Or did it
take up issues which were raised independently, whether, for example, as a
query from a practising farmer or a piece of scientific research reported else-
where? Many of these queries are difficult to answer with precision, but a
detailed analysis.of the content of the Journal together with an assessment
of its links with other periodicals, does provice a means of elucidation of
such questionse

Content analysis is a technique which has created a fair degree of
interest in the social sciences. Originally develcped aé a formal method to
throw light on such matters as disputed authorship, its use has been
extended to describe the characteristics of information flows and to draw
" inferences about their impact, often employing sophisticated procedures,
including the use of computer techniques, 1 The method followed here is relatively
simple, and involves the following stages:

"(1) Allocation of the 1,149 articles contained in the first forty
volumes (1840-79) of the Journal to discrete subject categories.

(2) Review of the content within the subject categories with

particular regard to the 'messages' passed down to the readership;

1 For an introduction to the wide-ranging and complex field of content-
analysis see particularly G. Gerbner etal., The Analysis of Communication
Content,1970; O.R. Holsti, Content Analysis for the Social Sciences and
Humanities, 1969; T.F. Carney, 'Content Analysis: A Review BEssay', Historical
Methods Newsletter, II, 1970, pp.52-61.
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(3) Assessment of the influence of the 'messages*® by
(a) A review of the relation of the Journal to alternative printed

media, 1840-86,
.(b) A survey of contemporary criticisms and reviews of the Journal.

(c) Analysis of the 'information linkages' between the Journal

and other mediae.
A preliminary survey of the articles in the early volumes of the Journal
presents a bewildering array of topics, but study of individual articles has
suggested allocation into the following subject categories:

Agricultural Science: theoretical papers on scientific topics such as

plant nutritien, soil science, and agricultural climatclogy.

Manures and Fertilisers: all aspects of artificial and natural fertilising

agents, including types, action, value, and mode of application; feeding

stuffs,

Surveys and descriptions of farm practice: information and reports on

farming in specific localities, at home and overseas, prize essays on

various counties, reports of prize farms,

Drainage and Irrigation: underdrainage techniques, arterial drainage, and

irrigation projects.

Pests and diseases: crops -~ potato disease, 'finger and toe' etc. ~

"and animal diseases such as pleuro-pneumonia and cattle plague,
including reports on animal health.

Crops and cultivation: discussion on various crops-grain, roots etc.,

their mode of cultivation, and land reclamation.

Implements and Machinery: description of specific implements (including

farm-transport), surveys of progress in steam ploughing, reports of the

implement department at the showse
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Livestock: methods of animal husbandry, breeds of livesiock, show reports,

Food Manufacture, Markets and Supply: topics such ac butter and cider

manufacture, statistics of consumption.

Farm Building: farmsteads and ancillary buildings, roadways and fences.

Welfare: health and comfort of labourers, cottage gardening, allotments.

Miscellaneous: topics which cannot be readily assigned to the foregoing

categories, and the reports of committees, consultants etc.

These are fairly broad categories - they would be open to further subdivision,
but the value of so doing would be limited. A balance has been drawn here
between the need to isolate discrete groups of subject-matter but at the

same time limit the total number of subject categories to a comprehensible
number. To extend the subject categories beyond the twelve outlined would
have been unhelpful in this respect. Ir one sense, the allocation is
arbitrary as the area of interest in individual articles frequently overleaps
subject categories. This is particularly so in the important categories of
‘agricultural science' and 'manures and fertilisers' as articles in the first
('science!) group relate to the action of fertilisers and articles in the
second group sometimes seek to establish general scientific principles; In
this case the allocation-criterion has been to allocate to the first category
those articles which are predominantly theoretical in their area of interest,
and to the second those which are more practical in their bias. Thus lawes's
important article 'On Agricultural Chemistry' (1847), which deals with
general principles, is allocated to the 'science' group but ‘Agricultural
Chemistry - Pig Feeding' (1854) which deals with the fattening potential

of various feeding stuffs but particularly their manurial values is

allocated to the 'manures and fertilisers' category as its emphasis is more
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toward the practical value of the scientific principles employed in the
discussion, A category has only been recognised where it is continuously
represented throughout the period under consideration even though (as in the
case of ;welfare' and 'building') there are only a small number of articles
of intermittent occurrence. Thus 'education', though an important topic,

is assigned to the 'miscellaneous' categoery because it is only represented
after 186k,

The articles assigned to the categories, and category representation for
the entire period reviewed here, and in five-year periods between 1840-79, is
shown on table VI . From this change in the relative balance of categories
over time may be seen.

Certain general features of the overall category-representation’and
their relative témporal change are worthy of note and comment. 'Crops and
Cultivation' constitute the largest category at 17.84% of the total
although along with 'Manures and Fertilisers' (11.38%), 'Agricultural
Science' (6.44%) and 'Drainage and Irrigation' (5.04%) are more important
in the earlier period. Articles on drainage are mostly confined to the years
before 1855 (112 out of 116). 'Welfare', 'Building', and 'ManufactureSees'
are thinly represented throughout. The increase in the latter during the
1860s was due to R. Herbert's regular review of the statistical pattern of
meat consumption in the metropolis, though other aspects of manufacture (such
as butter-factories) began to be given consideration in the 1870s. In place of
declining categories, 'Pest and Diseases' (8.79%) and 'Miscellaneous Topics'
(12.35%) assumed greater significance after 1870. The attention given to the
first of these is readily explicable because of the prevalence of rinderpest,

foot-and-mouth and other diseases and especially the resolve of the Society
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to make some concerted effort with regard to these problems at that time.
The increase in the 'miscellaneous' category (to 30.30% 1875-9) might be
taken as an indication of increasing diversity of content (inasmuch as it
could reflect an increasing number of articles which do not fall into any
specific category) but the converse is in fact the case. While it is true that
new topics in the 222222; did becomé established over the period (such as
agricultural education and, after 1874, occasional biographical sketches), the
increase in the 'miscellaneous' category was largely attributable to the volume
of reports written by the Society's consultants. Augustus Voelcker was
extremely prolific (as the table of principal contributors demonstrates) and
his reports, the reports of the Chemical Committee, and Carruthers's botanical
reports formed the largest single group of contents in the 1870s. As these
ranged over a number of topics {unlike the veterinmary reports) they have been
assigned to the 'miscellanecous' category. Their iancreased significance
reflected the developing role of the Society as a professional body able to
provide consultancy services: this very important aspect of the Society's
role in agricultural progress is considered in a later chapter.

A significant area of interest which was not represented in the Journal
is matter pertaining to what may be broadly termed 'political issues's This,
of course, derived from the provisions of the Charter which excluded
political topics or those subject to parliamentary consideration from the Society's
affairs. As Qé have seen, however appropriate this prohibition may have been
in the 1840s, it seriously undermined the standing of the Society in the 1860s.

Exclusion of a wide range of ‘political' issues from the Journal gave rise to
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extensive criticism. Some of these issues - Tenant Right and Game laws

are prime examples -~ would certainly have caused dissension within the

Society if given free expression, but in the case of others, such as agricultural
stétistics, there was a need for discussion to explore various viewpoints. There
is no doubt that Thompson, who maintained rigorous control over the Journal
between 1855 and 1870, interpreted tﬁe provisions of the Charter as they related
to the Journal extremely conservatively, He made his position clear in his

Presidential Address to the Society in 1867:

...a8 Chairman of the Journal Committee, I have been frequently urged
to take steps to procure articles on such questions &as leases,
Tenant Right, preservation of game etc eee not the objects for
which the Society was founded eee

maintaining that the Society was established for the promotion of the two
great branches of agriculture - crop and stock farminge. Other subjects,
however important they might be were 'forbidden topics' as far as the constitution

of the Society was concerned.

This view was vehemently attacked in the Mark lane Express and Farmer's

‘Magazine where it was complained that Thouwpson's attitude was ‘'obstructive'

and that it was absurd to maintain that tenure of land was a 'forbidden torpic'

in a community of agriculturists.

When Mr. Pusey took up land-tenure as part of its business, the Royal
Agricultural Society flourished; and when Mr, Thompson denounced land
tenure as a '"forbidden topic" the Royal Agricultural Society failed eee

In point of fact this view was far from correct because Pusey had

observed the 'non-political' rule quite strictly and his work for tenant-

1 1pddress of the President to the General Meeting,,; Journal (2), III, 1867,
p.l28. .
2 '"Forbidden Topics™ at the Royal Agricultural Society!, F.M.(3), XXXI,

1867 * PPe 79-80.
3 'The Present Position of the Royal Agricultural Society', Ibid.(3), XXXIV,

1868, p.i7l.
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right had not been under the auspices of the Society; The subject'was

given brief representation in the sixth and seventh'volumes when there

ﬁere sta?ements or memoranda printed that could be appended to existing
leases or agreements to improve the tenant-right pcsition, but these were

not accompanied by comment. Pusey has a footnote to Baraugh Almack's Norfolk
report (paradoxically an article that was published in place of Bacon's essay
which was too 'political') to the effect that the 'subject of unexhausted
improvements seems to me to be the most important of all agricultural subjects
for the landlord at present and improvements to our agreements in this respect

to be a condition sine qua non of any steady or general improvement of the soil

or its cultivation', but tenant-right could on no account be reckoned as a sub-
ject that had much exposure in the Journal in the 1840s,

The interpretation of the Charteé was first seriously questioned over the
issue of agricultural statistics. This received a good deal of atiention in
the early 1850s and Hoskyns, an enthusiast for the cause, wrote an eloguvent
article on the topic which was published in the Journal in 1856. This
. concluded by looking forward to the development of the subject in the
Journal 2 and was well received, approvingly referred to in the Farmer's
Magazine as the 'right article in the right place at the right time' 3 but
it was disapproved of in the Council - Miles raised the question - and no
further articles on the topic appeared. Yet as outsiders were not slow to
point out, all fundamental questions of improvement were to a degree 'political!

and it was maintained that the Highland Society had taken up the question of

1 Journal ,VII, 184b, pp.234-7.
2 ¢, Wren Hoskyns, 'On Agricultural Statistics', Journal XVI, 1856, p.606.

3 £.M.(3), IX, 1856, p.270.
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.agricultural statistics with perfect propriety - the restrictive provisions

it was held were only to save time being wasted in. fruitless party political
dicussion, not on subjects of legitimate agricultural interest. 1 Thompson's
view prevailed, admittedly with plenty of support from other members of the
Council, Interest outside of the Society shifted towards the ;political'

issues and the standing of the Jourﬁal (znd, as we have seen, the Society as

a vhole) suffered as a result during the 1860s. In the 1870s, as new classes
of topic - reports on laboratory analysis being an e:ample - became popular,
they provided the Journal with a well-defined niche while such new organs as the

Chamber of Agriculture Journal carried the subject-areas excluded from the

Society's affairs which were also dealt with by other more 'popular’ publications.

Journal Content: A Review of Subject Categories

We may now proceed to a review of the Journal content within the specified
sub~-categories, Our concern in this section is the identification of the
information that was presented in the Journal as a preliminary step to an
evaluation of the Journal within its overall context with regerd to information
flovis,

The majority of subject categories that have been identified contained
extremely important original articles, but three of the twelve areas’ of
discussion have been selected for exctended consideration because of their particulaxr
importance in connection with agricultural progress during the periode. The
first of these is 'agricultural science' because it was here that there was
investigation of the fundamental principles that governed the practice
of farming, the elucidation of which was part of the basic rationale of the
Society's existence. Closely related is the information on manures and

fertilisers' and this was of significance because it probably had the greatest

1 'The Charter of the Royal Agricultural Society versus Agricultural Statistics',
Ibido [ P.2710
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impact on farm ouilput. 'Drainage' has also becn selected for extended consideration
because of the great interest in the various :techniques in the 1840s ard the
deeply-held belief among the founders of the Society that drainage held the
key to agricultural progress on the heavy lands and that it could narrow the
perceived productivity differential Petween the 'light' and 'heavy' land
sectors of English agriculture. Before turning to these three areas the other
subject categories will be briefly reviewed.

CROPS AND CULTIVATION: As the largest single subject category represented
in the Journal between 1840 and 1880 many of the .articles related directliy to the
practical experience of the ordinary agriculturist. There was a great deal of
interest in cultivation practice and tillage operations such as su@soiling, marling,
drill husbandry, the optimum condition of land for.seedling growth, and the

best rotations, particularly for heavy land, 1 while the cultivation of nearly

1 Examples include Charles Shaw Lefevre, 'An Account of the Application of

the Subsoil-Plough to a Dry Soil at Heckfield, Hants', Journal, I, 1840,
p.38; W.L. Rham 'Experiments on the Improvement of Poor Lands by Subsoil-
Ploughing, both with and without Under_Draining', Ibid., pp.257-62;

H.S. Thompson, 'On Sub_Soil-Ploughing', Ibid., II, 1841, pp.26-37;
William Linton, 'An Account of the Transposition and Admixture of Soils,
as in the Application of a Clay dressing to a Light Sand; stating the
Result of Actual Experiments', Ibid., II, 1841, pp.67-72 (Prize Essay);
Charles Burneas, 'On the Marling of a Light Sandy Soil on the Duke of

Bedford's Farm at Woburn', Ibid., III, 1842, pp.233-4; F.W. Overman,
'On Claying or Marling Land, Ibid., pp.234-6; Philip Pusey, 'On Horse-Hoeing

Flat-drilled Turnips', Ibid., IV, 1843, pp.76-80; Barfugh Almack, 'On the
Drill-Husbandry of Turnips', Ibid., pp.#9-75 (Prize Essay); Professor Taz-er,

'The Mechanical Condition of the Soil favourable for the Growth of Seed', IdIa

LR

XXI, 1860, pp.46-72; John Towers, 'Considerations on the Rotation of Croms',
Ibide, I, 1840, pp.283-93; J.S. Neuitbn, 'Statement of a New and Successful
Rotation of Crops for Heavy Clays', lbid., IV, 1343, pp.409-10; P.D. Tucket
'On the Modification of the Four-Uourse Rotation which Modern Improvements
have rendercd Advisable', Ibid., XX, 1860, pp.258-66.
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every farm crop was discussed at some time over the forty year period considered
here. The early volumes of the Journal contain-a good number of articles cn

the potentialitieé of different strains of wheat and the reports of the Society's
own inconclusive wheat trials. 1 A clear indication of the influence of economii
considerations on cultivation questions is seen in the change from the interest
in breaking up pasture land in the 1840s 2 to the inexorable increase in concern
as how to best convert arable to pasture as arable farming became less profit-
able in the 1860s and 1870s 3 and a further reflection of the 'changing basis

of agricultural prosperity' is seen in the increased attention given in the
Journal to 'non-standard' crops which held out the possibility of specialisation

and diversification, Examples are in the discussions on market-gardening, hop,

1 Patrick Shirreff. 'On the Hopetoun Wheat., and on Comparative Trials of Wheat',
Ibid., II, 1841, pp.34L4-6; C. Hillyard, 'On Wheat', Ibid., III, 1842, pp.297-

305; Edward Roberts, 'On the Management of Wheat', Ibid., VIII, 1847,
pp.60-77. See also reports on Cambridge prize wheat by Handley, Kimberley,
and Miles in the second volume,

2 John Bravender, 'On the Advantages or Disadvantages of Breaking up Grass

lands', Ibid., VII, 1846, pp.161-200; John Clarke, 'On the Advantages and
Disadvantages of Breaking up Grass lands', Ibid., pp.500-20; John Morton,
'On the Maintenance of Fertility of new Arable Land', Ibid., pp.283-94;
Philip Puse ,vagcount of Breaking up Grass-land by Paring and Burning at
Longworth,AHe s', Ibid., IX, 1848, pp.lt22-24, ‘

3 H.S. Thompson, 'On Laying-Down land to Grass, and its subsequent Management',

Tbid., XIX, 1858, pp.250-64; M.H. Sutton, 'Laying Down Land to Permanent Pastur
Ibid., XXII, 186], pp.416-21; Clement Cadle, 'The Improvement of Grass-I&xds™ v

Ibide(2), V, 1869, pp.317-36 (Prize Essay); H.S. Thompson, 'On the Management
of, Grass Land, with especial Reference to the Production of Meat', Ibid.,
VIII, 1872, pr.152-79; Augustus Voelcker, 'Field-Experiments on Permanent
Pasture', Ibid., X, 187#, Yp.429-43; Morgan Evans and T. Bowstead, 'Report
on Laying down Land to Permanent Pasture', Ibid., XI, 1876, pp.442-509;

W.T. Carrington, 'The Advantsge of Converting Cold Arable Clay Iand into
Permanent Pasture, and the best Method of doing it', Ibid. XV, 1879,

PPe L}87"970
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and fruit growing in the 1&70s. .

Two particular controversies stand out in this section: the dﬁbate over
thick-and-thin sowing and continuous corn-growing. In 1845 David Barclay
presented some results which he held to demonstrate that thick seediné,
with broadcast sowing,gave much better yields, 2% bushels to the acre producing
a yield of L0 bushels at 65 lbs on‘his Surrey farm as opposed to 25 bushels
at 62 lbs from 1 bushel/acre drilled, 2 but this was strongly disputed the

following year. In a report on his Spring Park Farm (Croydon) cultivation

(originally published in the Maidstone Gazette) Hewitt Davis stressed the

adverse consequences of thick sowing, in impeding maturity and in the encourage-

3

ment of disease, ” while Sir William Heathcote reported on experiments which -

shoved advantage to thin-sowing 4 and Jede« Mechi, in one of his rare Journal

contributions stressed the diminishing returns of excessive seeding densities. 5
The chief protagonist of continuous corn-growing as a practical mode of

husbandry was the Reve S. Smith who first published an acoount of his methods

at Lois-Weedon (Northants) in his book A Word in Season (1849), which enjoyed

congiderable pcpularity. Smith reported on his Lois-Weedon husbandry for

the Journal in 1851, His system involved planting wheat in triple rows with cne-
foot spacing between each individual row and three-foot spacing between each triple
row,‘as in the illustration. Under this method, Smith claimed continuous yields

of 34 to 4O bushels per acre, without the application of manures. 6 This was

1 H. Evershed, *Market-Gardening', Ibid., VII, 1871, pp.420-36; Charles VWhite-

head, 'On Recent Improvements in the Cultivation and Management of Hops',
Ibid., VI, 1870, pp.336-66; Idem, 'The Cultivation of Hops, Fruit and
Vegetables', Ibid., XIV, 1878, pp.719-50. ‘

'On the Advantage of Thick Sowing', ibid.,. VI, 1845, pp.192-3,

5 Hewitt Davis, 'Some Account of Spring Park Faerm', Ibid., VII, 1846, 'De529a
t 'On Thick and Thin Sowing', Ibid., ppe535-6.

2

5 VExperiments in Thin Sowing', Ibides ppe537- e .
Rev. S. Smith, 'Experiment and Experience in the Growth of Wheat, Year alter

Year, on the same Acre of Land', Ibide., XII, 1851, pp.133-9.



PLATE V: LOIS WEEDON HUSBANDRY.

. Source: Journal Of The Royal Agricultural Society Of England.
(XII, 1851, p.133)
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the reason that the method excited a considerable degree of interest in the
1850s, for at that time agriculturists were experiencing considerable
difficulties over the supply, quality, and cost of guano, the most efficacious
'a;tificial' nitrogenous fertiliser then available, and which had been adopted
with enthusiasm in the 1840s. Smith's methods were less successful away

from Lois-Weedon, and Lawes and Gilbert produced a detailed report for the
Journal in 1856, based upon trials that they had carried out at Rothamsted
since 1851, and which had not produced yields anything like as good as thcse
obtained by Smith. They concluded that the Lois-Veedon soils had a higher
nitrogen content and retained more water and ammonia than those at Rothamsted.
This provoked a vigorous response from the RevMSmith, who claimed that

Iawes had not followed the details of the Lois-Weeéon plan, so that failure was
inevitable. 2 Continuous corn~-growing again received attention in the 1870s
when the Council of the Society commissioned a report on the systems follbwed
- by John Prout of Sawbridgeworth, Herts,and Edward Middlewitch of Blunsdon,

3 although the systenm

Wiltshire, which had received a good deal of publicity,
depended upon the heavy application of artificial manures. 4 The famous
reports of lLaves and Gilbert on their field trials at Rothamsted demonstrated
that where crops of wheat or barley were not manured, there was a fall-off in
Yield during the early years of continuous growth followed by stability around
5

the lower levels,

1 JeB. Lawes and J.H. Gilbert, 'On the Growth of Wheat by the lois ‘/eedon

System, on the Rothamsted Soil..', Journ=1l, XVII, 1856, pp.607, 610.
2 Rev. 8, Smith, 'Lois Weedon Husbandry', Ibid., XVIII, 1857, pp.30-26.
3 See, for example, 'Mr. Prout and his System', F.M.(3), XIV, 1874, pp.197-3.
Finlay Dun, 'Report on Messrs. Prout and Middlewiteh's Continuous Corn
Growing',Journal(2), XI, 1875, pp.38-67.
J.B. lLawes and J.H. Gilbert, 'Report of Experiments on the Growth of VWheat
for 20 years in succession on the same Land', Ibid.,XXV, 1864, pp.93-135 &
441-501; 'Report of Experiments on the Growth of Barley for Twenty Years in
succession on the same Land', Ibid.,(2), IX, 1873, pp.89-162 & 275-37h.

5



MISCELIANEOUS TOPICS: Under this classification is a variety of Journal
topics which do not fall neatly into the other specified subject-caéegories.
In the early years, these included articles on such items as forestry 1
about which comparatively little was written " in the farming literature of
the period -~ hedge removal,2 horse-spoeing, 5 farm accounts, b seed-adulteration, 5
(which became a very important issue and is discussed in the section on the
Society's Consulting-Botanist), 'agricultural maxima', 6 1énd - valuzad:ion‘r'7 s and
the use to the farmer of a microscope 8. Agricultural information in the

Census of 1861 and 1871 received attention from J. Dent Dent and there was also -

9

a review of the agricultural returns of 1866 and 1867, The general issue of

1 Charles Falkner, 'On the Planting and Management of Forest-Trees', Jourﬁgi,
I1I, 18&2,.pp.263-97 and J. Spencer Stanhope, 'Aboriculture', Ibid., VII,
1846, pp.679-80; Sir James Stuart Menteath, 'A Few Notes on Scotch Fir and
larch as to the Soil on which they grow best, and the Preservation of the
former, when used for Building purposes', Ibid., IX, 1848, pp.372-6; J.E.
Denison, 'On the System of Planting and the Management of Plantations at
Welbeck', Ibid., ppe365-71.

2 William Cambridge, 'On the Advantage of Reducing the Size and Number of
Hedges', Ibid., VI, 1845, pp.333-42 and J.H. Turner, 'On the Necessity for
Reducing the Size and Number of Hedges', Ibid.. ©p.479-88,

3 William Miles, 'On Horseshoeing', Ibid., XVIII, 1853, pp.270-99.

% John Coleman, 'Farm Accounts', Ibid., XIX, 1859, pp.l22-43,

5 William and Hugh Raynbird, 'Adulteration of Seeds', Ibid., XXII, 1862, pp.14-29.

6 J.C. Morton, 'Agricultural Maxima', Ibid., XX, 1869, pp.hh2-53.

7 Phillip D, Tuckett,Onland Valuing', Tbid., XIV, 1863, pp.1-7 (Prize Essay).

8 V. Kencely Bridgman, 'The Use, to the Farmer, of a Magnifying-glass or
simple Microscope', Ibid.,(2), IIT, 1867, pp.1-30 (Prize Essay).

9 3.D. Dent, 'Agricultural Notes on the Census of 1861', and 'Agricultural
Jottings from the General Report of the Census of England and Yales for the
Year 1871', Ibid.,. xxv, 1864, pp.318-27 and (2),X, 187k, pp.290-L401; Jares
Lewis, '"Agricultural Returns of 1866 and 1867!', Eyig,,(2), IV, 1863, pp.214-47,
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agricultural statistics was not represented (apart from the 1856 survey by Hoskyas)
because of the restrictions contained in the Society's Charter. Similarly,
the tenant right issue received scant attention, although there was a prize
essay, on the 'Farming Customs and Covenants of England' by Clement Cadle in
1868 1 and the provisions of the Aggicultural Holdings Act of 1875 were
revieved.
Important sub-groups within the 'miscellanecous' category include a
number of articles on agricultural education in 1864 and 1865, after J.C.
Morton had urged the Society to tazke up the issue in 1863. These are referred
to in chapter V of this thesis. Also notable are a number of reviews of

3

agricultural progress ~ and, during the 1870s, a number of memorial assessments

1 Ibid.,(2). IV, pp.14h-75.

2 3.B. Laves, 'On the Vsluation of Unexhausted Manures', Ibid.,(2), XI, 1375,
pp.1-33; T. Dyke Acland, 'Nlote on the Interpretation of Clause 6 of the
Agricultural Holdings (Englangd) Act, 1875', Ibid., XII, 1876, pp.196-5;
Frederick Ciifford, 'The Agricultursl Holdings (Ergland) Act, 1875', Ibid.,

PP.129-95; C. Randell, 'Farm Agreerents in reference to the Agricultural
Holdings Act', Ibid., Pp.128-202,

> Philip Pusey, 'On the Present State of the Science of Agricunlture in England';

'On the Progress of Agricultural Knowledge during the last Four Years',

'On the Progress of Agricultural Knowledge during the last Eight Years?,

Ibid., I, 1840, pp.1-21; III, 1842, pp.169-217; XI, 1850, pp.381-4k2,

John Dudgeon,'kccount of the Improvements which have taken place in the
Agriculture of Scotland since the Formation of the Highland Society.),
Ivid., I, 1840, pp.59-112; H.S. Thompson, 'Agricultural Progress and the
Royal Agricultural Society', Ibid., XXV, 1864, pp.1-52; H.M. Jenkins, 'The
Royal Agricultural Society of England', Ibid.(2), XIV, 1878, pp.855-93.
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of Dilston (Northumberland) while Spencer and Pusey raspectively reported on
improvements in West Norfolk and lincolnshire, the latter visiting the county
on the invitation of Henry Handley, and where he was much impressed with what
he saw; ;a cultivated exuberance such as I had never seen before'. 1

Prizes for accounts of farming in specific counties were first offered
in 1843, No formal decision to instigate the series appears in the Council
Minutes, but it seems to have been a project promoted by Hondley. 2 The
offer of premiums for the surveys has been interpreted as a reaction to an
over-emphasis on theory and scientific subjects perceived by some members
of the Council, 3 but such a project was entirely in conformity with the
philosophky and aims of the Society. As Pusey observed in his survey of
agricultural progress in 1842, agricultural advance could come about either
by the discovery of some entirely new piece of knowledge, or the discovery of
some practice restricted to a specific locality and which could be beneficially

adopted elsewhere. b Surveys of farming could be expected to help with the

1 Captain Stanley Carr, 'On Rural Economy Abroad', and 'Rural Economy of

Schleswig, Holstein, and lLaurenburg', Journal, I, 1840, pp.l124-34 and
371-87; W.E. Rham, ‘Agriculture of the Netherlands', (part I), Ibid.,
11,1841, pp.43-63, (part II), Ibid., III, 1842, pp.240-63; J.F.W. Johnston,
'Agticultural Tour Jn "Denmark, Sweden, and Russia', Ibid., pp.FOQ-Zl;
Earl Spencer 'On the Improvements that have taken place in West Norfolk',
Ibides PPel~9; Philip Pusey, 'On the Agricultural Improvements of Lincoln-
shire', Ibid., IV, 1843, pp.287-36.
In the lincolnshire survey (p.288) Pusey remarks that it was 'the wish of
our President that in each English county an inquiry should be made into
the present state of farming compared with reports made to the Board of
Agriculture'; Handley was President for 1843,
3 Peel, 'Practice with Science', pe.l2.
4 Philip Pusey, 'On the Progress of Agricultural Knowledge cduring the last
Four Years', Journal, III, 1842, p.169.
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latter aspect. At the General Meeting of May 1843, Handley explained that

if it were found that some counties had made imprﬁvements since the Board

of Agriculture surveys while others had not, 'the latter would be ashaned of

their want of energy and enterprise and be induced to make exertion to

rival the improvements of their brother farmers's If reports were made on

the state of agriculture in every county he did not see that ‘anything was

better calculated to improve agriculture than the publication of such revorts'.
The first counties specified for the submission of prize reports were lorfclk,

Cheshige, Essex, and VWiltshire, It was understandable that Norfolk, widely

perceived Lo be the most advanced agricultural area, should head the list,

but thereafter there is little apparent logic in the succession of counties

chosen other than sometimes being related to the lscation of the annual meetirg.

It is well-known that the Norfolk prize was awarded tc Richard Noverre Bacon

but that it was not published in the Journal on account of its length. 2 There

was, however, another reason. Bacon's essay dealt. with such matters as long lezses

and tenant right to which he attributed the sumeriority of Norfolk agriculture,

but allusion to such topics impinged upon the 'forbidden' area of ‘'political'

topics. Bacon objected to certain passages being expunged, dut gained

permission to publish the essay independently in 184k, E The book runs to

over four hundred pages; according to C.S. Read, it was in its 'length,

correctness of detail and valuable statistical information never equalled in

any similar essay furnished to the Society, but its circulation was restricted

to a few hundred copies and never extended far beyond the county of Norfolk', -

By comparison, the esszy that was printed in its place, by Baraugh Almack, a

1 Fan.(2), XVITT, 1843, p.bbh,
2 0.R. Macgregor, 'Introduction', to Ernle, 6th edn., 1961, p.ci.
3 M.L.E. 7 October 184k4; R.N. Bacon, Report on the Asriculture of Norfolk, 1234,

# C.S. Read, 'Recent Improvements in Norfolk Farming', Journal XIX, 1858,
p.265.
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Jand surveyor with no direct knowledge of the county, was a very brief affair,
lacking a geological cr topographical map.

Apart from Bacon's essay, the early reports set the style for those
vhich were to fillow. The authorship of these surveys differs interestingly
from that of the overall run of articles in the Journal inasmuch as they were
written elmost entirely by those who had some knowledge or direct connection
with the land and farming either as farmers, or land agents and surveyorse.

A number of prominent tenant farmers were encouraged to turn their hand to
writing, and although they would characteristically open their reports with a
statement of diffidence expressing their supposed shortcomings, reports written
by men such as Robert Baker ('Essex' 1844) and Samuel Jonas ('Cambridgeshire’
1847) were often percepntive and comprehensive; Pus;y cited Jonas's essay as a
model of what such a report should be.1 Writing a prize report was the means
by which the names of C.S. Read ('South Wales 1850, fOxfordshire' 1855,
'‘Buckinghamshire! 1856) and J.A. Clarke ('Fens' 1847, 'Lincolnshire' 1852)

came to the attention of the agricultural public.

Although the prize essays show a fairly uniform pattern in their approach,
one particularly interesting feature is the way in which the perception and
definition of farming areas by the authors shows development over time, with
the extension of knowledge of geology and soils. Professor Darby has drawn
attention to the changing conception of discrete farming regions demonstrated
by the essayists. 2 The first to emply a geological map was Thomas Rowlandson,
in his 'North Wales' (1850), although Jonag had two geological cross-sections,

Colbeck on *Northumberland' (1848) classified land according to general

1 F.M.(3), X0V, 1870, p.80.
2 H.C. Darby, 'Some Early Ideas on Agricultural Regions', A.H.R., II, 1954,
Pp.l}l-so
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qualities - 'poor clay soils' or 'very high open land' with values superimposed,
while Hugh Raynbird ('Suffolk' 1848) employed a soil map essentially based
on that which had been produced by Arthur Younge By 1856 it could be said
(in a review of Read's 'Oxfordshire') that all such essays Bhould have a
geological map, 1 although ﬁead him§elf was at pains to stress the shortcomings
of an assessment of agricultural potential based on solid geology alone, 2

The reports (including those which were not prize essays) provided
abundant information on such topics as crops, rotations, stock, emplcyment
of manures, progress of drainage, and the condition of the farm labourer.
They have, of course, been widely utilised as a preliminary source in many studies
of Victorian agriculture. There is evidence that other of the essayists
apart from Bacon felt comstrained by the Society's ;ules on admissable topics,
although there is comment on such matters as restrictive leases which were hzld
to explain the continued prevalence of the four-course rotatior in Norfolk, 3
and on the evils of the laws of Settlement with regard to the farm labourer in
Oxfordshire 4 (to give but two examples). Acland's 'Somerset' (1851) was
published in extended form, together with the essay of the runner-up, W, Sturge,
and had a good deal to say about !'forbidden topics', stressing that improve-
ments were to be achieved by giving encouragement and security to capital;
in the original prize essay, it was necessary 'to restrict comments on
security, of capital and tenant right by the rules of the Royal', >

Although initially a popular feature of the Journal, by the early 1860s
the relevance of continued prize reports was questioned, especially when

it came to the offers of premiums for reports on counties which were not

]

F.M.(3), IX, 1856, p.270.

C.S. Read, 'On the Farming of Oxfordshire!, Journal, XV , 185§, p.200.
Almack, 'Norfolk', ppe320-le

Read, 'Oxfordshire', p.265.

T.De Acland and W. Sturge, The Farming of Somerset, 1851, pp.109, 1l1l1-3,
Raynbird's tSuffolk' was also published in extended form as a book in 1849,

S W n
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considered to be in ithe forefront of agricultural progress. Of the prize for
Staffordshire in 1861 it was said:

We do not suppose that a report of Staffordshire however fully
written will affect the farm practice of one man in one thousand
who may read it. We are quite certain that an account of reaping
by machinery and vloughing by steam-power will be immediately

influential on farm-practice over large districts.

Yet a premium for Staffordshire remained on the list for several
successive years in the absence of any contributions that were considered
sufficiently worthy for the award. In the end, Evershed was commissiored
to write a report which was published in the Journal for 1868.

One of the difficulties with the couaty reports was the length of the
period over vhich they extended. The problems and potentialities of English
farming were, after all, greatly different in 1868 compared with 1844 vhen the
series commenced. It was difficult to compare practice in adjacent counties, or
between different parts of the country, as had been the intention when the series
was initiated, given the temporal discordance of the reports upon vhich such
a comparison would be baseds. Given that they extended over nearly a quarter
of a century doubts were expressed over their continuing utility: Sidney
called for the Society to undertake an agricultural survey of the country, citing

Sir John Sinclair's Statistical Survey of Scotland as a model, which he thought

could be accomplished partly by means of a questionnaire. Another suggestion
was a survey of agricultural progress since 1839. 2 A committee was appointed
to investigate the feasibility of this latter suggestion but it was rejected as

‘being too costly for the benefit that would accrue from it. It was also

1 A.G., 3 April 1861.
2 At Annual Meeting 1870, F.M.(3), XXXIX, 1871, p.58.



Eaaaded

maintained that information of the type Sidney had called for was.provided
in the Journal by such articles as the survey reports from representative
farms in different parts of the country written in 1869, and the report of
the Oxford farm prize competition of 1870. 1

This was the start of a new pattern. One of the first undertakirgs of
the new Editor was a report on the agriculture of Belgium, which Jenkins
undertook with Voelcker after a visit with him to the country in the summer
of 1889, 2 and thereafter he regularly contributed surveys of agriculture,
both within the British Isles and on the Continent of Europe. The annual
farm prize competition was also a permanent feature of the 1870s and the
reports on the prize farm appeared each year. In a sense, these provided continuit:
inasmuch as reports on specific farms had always béen a popular feature of
communicating information on improvement - the Journai of the 1840s abounded with
such accourits, While it is difficult to assess the impact of the reports, and
doubtful if it is realistic to give credence to Earl Cathcart's optimistic
assessment of the influence of the county reports 'in securing happily
prevailing uniformity!’, 3 the prize farm competition did create a good deal
of interest, even if entries were often smz2ll in number because of the fear
of tenants that they might suffer an increase of rent if they were successful.
Perhaps most influential were some of the overseas reports: in particular,
the surveys carried out by H.M. Jenkins brought continental techniques to the
attention of English agriculturists. A good example was dairy practice vhere

Danish methods were in advance of those generally followed in England in the

1 H.H. Dixon and H.M. Jenkins, 'Farm Reports', Journal (2), V, 18569,

pp.385-508; Monthly Council 7 June 1871, F.M.(3), XL, 1871, pp.6-7.
2 Augustus Voelcker and H.M. Jenkins, 'Report on the Agriculture of Belgium:
the Result of a Journey made at the request of the Council by Dr. Augustus
Voelcker and H.M. Jenkins, F.G.S. (Reporter)', Journal (2), VI, 1870, po.1-2l.
3 Cathcart, 'Thompson', p.527.
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LIVESTOCK: The Journal contained a number of important essays on the
manageme?t of the animals of the farm. Earl Spencer contributed an article
in the first volume on gestation in cows 2 and William Youatt on the detection
of pregnancy. 3 J.W. Childers outlined the advantages of shed-fattening,
where there was less movement with ;Esociated economy in the use of food, and
greater warmth for the animalse. 4 There was interest in the physiology of
rearing and fattening, and the importance cf protein~rich animal food was stressed
by Lyon Playfair, 5 Emphasis was placed upon the need to obtain animals with |
- good qualities to begin with, if quick fattening was required with economy
of food, 6 It was the concern for early maturity that led to the interest
in $horthorns, noted in 1846 as 'fast spreading into all parts of the kingdom'.7
The potential of different breeds, economy of feeding, and the best methods
of housing were the most important themes running through the articles on farm
livestock. The Society's prize essay on 'The Management of Sheep' had a
section on a number of feeding-experiments which stressed that warmth was
an important factor iﬁ sheep husbandry 8 and there was discussion as to

vhether small or large breeds of sheep consumed the same amount of food in

1 See, for example, H.M. Jenkins, 'Report on the Agriculture of Sweden
and Norway', 'Report on the Agriculture of the Kingdom of Denmark, with
a note on the Farming of the Duchies of Schlswig and Holstein', 'Report.
on the Dairy-Farming of the North-West of France', Journal (2), XI, 1875,
pp.162-261, XII, 1876, pp.309-81, XV, 1879, pp.278-322.

2 Earl Spencer, 'On the Gestation of Cows', Ibide., I, 1840, pp.165-8.
> William Youatt, 'The Detection of Pregnancy in the Mare and the Cow!, Zhii--
Pp.170-2,
John Walbarke Childers, 'On Shed-Feeding', Ibide, p.169
Z Lyon Playfair, 'Lecture on the Applications of Physiology to the Rearing
and Feeding of Cattle', Ibid., IV, 1843, pp.215-66.
6 George Dobito, 'On Fattening Cattle', Ibid., VI, 1845, pp.74-8 (Prize Essay)e
7 John Wright, 'On Short-horn Cattle', Ibid., VII, 1846, p.20l.
8 Robert Smith, 'On the Management of Sheep', Ibid., VIII, 1847, pp.30, 22.

———
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proportion to their size. 1 Hall Keary's prize essay on the Management of

Cattle 'gave precedence to the Shorthorn and gave detailed attention to the

compardtive merits of stall-feeding and box-feeding, the latter system

having Become popular for the production of manuree. 2 The merits of shed-feed-

ing sheep were argued by Dudley Pelham in 18503, while in a particularly thought-

ful article 'On increasing Our Supplies of Arnimal Food', y J.C. Morton

suggested that grass was generally more nourishing per ton than turnips and

posed such questions as 'what sort of animal will most economically convert

vegetable produce into meat?', 'what breed is best to adopt?', 'vhat kinds

of food are to be given?', questions with which the agriculturist often had

to be content with ‘'a loose average sort of judgement which memory enables an

unrecorded experience to pronounce'; >
J.B. Lawes gave a good deal of aftention to the fattening qualities of

different animal foods and different breeds. He also gave particular

attention to the quality of the manure produced, information which was very

useful in connection with the adoption of mixed farming-systems. On sheep,

he found that Hampshires gave a greater increase in weight for food consumed

than Southdowns, but this was compensated in the latter by a greater quantity

of wool. 6 In 2 comparison with Cotswolds, Lawes found that these were rapid

fatteners, but the quality of meat was inferior, so that it was difficult

to make a firm judgement on profitability to the farmer, 7 and he stressed

1 George Shackel, 'Comparison of the Consumption of Food by Large and Small
animals', Ibid., pp.487-9.

2 Hall W. Keary, 'Management of Cattle', Ibid., IX, 1848, pp.l2k-52.

3 Dudley Pelham, 'On Winter Feeding of Sheep', Ibid., XI, 1850, pp.88-92.

% Ibid., X3 1849, pp.341-79.

> Ibid., pp.357-62. .
J.B. Laves, 'Report of Experiments on the Comparative Fattening Qualities
of different Breeds of Sheep', Ibid., XII, 1851, pp.ih3.

7 Idem, 'Comparative Fattening Qualities of Sheep', Ibid., XIII, 1852, p.1°%,

See also Samuel Druce, 'On the Comparative Profit realised with different
breeds of Sheep', Tbide, XIV, 1853, pp.”11-13.
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the danger of reliance upon money calculations in assessing the relative merit
of different sheep breeds, in an extension of the experiments to include
Leicesters. 1 A separate issue was the degree to which different breeds

vere adapted to their respective localities: Thomas Rowlandson stressed

the need for compromise, and suggested the new Ieicester for rich pastures,
the Southdown for dry exposed downs, the Herdwicks for mountainsidesc2

In his consideration of the implications of different feeding regimes, Lawes

3 .k
and pigs. Although

presented detailed results from experiments with sheep
it is difficult to see that the findings were of much practical value, they
constituted important early steps towards the elucidation of the scientific
principles underlying commercial animal nutrition. Iawes viewed animals 'object-
ively' as 'meat and manure' machines and gave paréicular consideration to
their chemical composition;5 the approach was well illustrated in his report
of experiments carried out at Uoburn to ascertain the relations of both the meat
and manure produced by oxen to the food consumed to produce them. 6

The optimum modes of feeding, rearing,and breeding stock are basic and
continuous themes in the early Journal livestock articles, tut the interest
of many Victorian agriculturists in the animals of the farm was less prosaic.

The development of the famous breeds of sheep and cattle, and the individuals

connected with them made a considerable impression and in the 1860s there vas

1l .
J.B. Lawes, 'Experiments on the Comparative Fattening Qualities of

different Breeds of Sheep', Ibid., XVI, 1856, p.59.
T. Rowlandson, 'On the Breeds of Sheep best adapted to different Iocalities?',
Ibid., X, 1849, pp.452-3, '
J.B. Lawes, 'Agricultural Chemistry - Sheep Feeding and Manure ., Part I',
Ivid., X, 1849, pp.276-339,
4 Idem, 'Agricultural Chemistry - Pig Feeding', Ibid., XIV, 1853, pp.459-540,
2 Idem and J.H. Gilbert, 'On the Composition of Oxen, Sheep and Pigs, and
of their Increase whilst Fattening', Ibid., XXI, 1860, pp.433-88,
Idem, 'Report of Experiments on the Fattening of Oxen, at Woburn Park Farm',
Ivid., XdI, 1861, pp.200-18.

3
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a series of prize essays on the 'Rise and ProgressSe..' of various sheep and
cattle breeds, some being contributed by that most inimitable of Victorian
agricult?ral writers, Henry Hall Dixon, 'The Druid'e. 1 An essay on longhorus in
1876 was a reflection of a renewal of interest in thies breed as had been
demonstrated at shows held in the Midland counties during the 1870s. 2 Reports
of the livestock exhitited at the sﬂows assumed a greater importance during
this decade and the volume for 1879 contains seven stock reports - for Bristol
(1878) and Kilburn (1879), where there had been a representative collection
of the various British and foreign stock.

The increased economic significance of stock to the farmer caused the Council
of the Society to commission a thorough analysis of the relative profits to
the agriculturist of Horses, Cattle, and Sheep Breéding, Rearing and Feedinge

This was written by W. Macdonald, Editor of the North British Agriculturist

who concluded, in 1876, that hunters and carriage-horses could not be reared

by ‘ordinary rent-paying farmers' for profit, but that there was some scope

for draught-horse breeding. On cattle, he held that farmers could profitably
breed more on their own holdings as opposed to the prevalent practice of buying-
in stores and that there was a need for better cattle-housing, more food and
shelter in winter, a better bull-service, a generous and progressive system

of feeding, and for a more humane means of transit, especially from Ireland.

Macdonald confirmed the position of sheep as being the best-paying kind of

1 H.H., Dixon, -~ ’Rise and Progress of Shorthorns', Journal (2), I, 1865,

PP.317-29; 'History of the Rise and Progress of Hereford Cattle', ;Eig.(Z),
IV, 1868, pp.277-90; 'Rise and Progress of the leicester Breed of Sheep',
Ibid., pp.340-~58, See also J, Tanner Davey, 'A Short History of the Rise
and Progress of the Devon Breed of Cattle', Ibid., V, 1869, pp.107-30.

Jo Nevill Fitt, ‘Longhorn Cattle: their History and Peculiarities', Ibid.,
XII, 1876, pp.459-87.

2
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stock in Britain (though not in Ireland) and argued, that, wherever possible,
farms should have mixed stock holdings.’l

PESTS AND DISEASES OF CROPS AND LIVESTOCK: The Victorian agriculturist
had to céntend with a number of perplexing and damaging farm pests and diceases
of crops and livestock, Failure of clover and turnips in the standard four~
course rotations that had been adopted so enthusiastically in the late eighteenth
and early nineteenth centuries was one of the problems that Pusey addressed him-
self to in his introductory survey on the state of agriculture in 1840, He
commented that red clover could not be repeated more than once in four years and
suggesting that the widespread failure of the turnip in Norfolk, where it had
been longest cultivated in England, was due to its too-frequent repetition. 2
The Journal thus carried a number of articles on ‘clover-sickness® 3 and ‘anbury’
or 'finger and tée' 4 (known today as 'club-root'), but little could be done and
the soundest advice was not to repeat %he crops too often on the same grouad.
Club-root in brassicas remains a serious difficulty for the amateur gardener,
and is a bacterial infection; Buckman, writing in the Journal in 1855 thought
it was not a disease, but a symptom of degeneration from the cultivated to

the wild state of the plant. 5

1 W. Macdonald, 'On the relative Profits to the Farmer from Horse, Cattle,
and Sheep Breeding, Rearing and Feeding, in the United Kingdom', Ibid.,
p.108,
e Pusey, 'Some Introductory RemarkSeee's DPel3e
3 Rev. W. Thorp, 'On the Failure of Red Clover', Ibide, III, 1842, pp.326-76;
Wo. Carruthers, 'On a New Clover Disease. 633 P, Mouillefort, Translated from
the Journal d'Agriculture Pratiaue\", Ipig.(2), X, 187, pp.515-519.
James Buckman, 'On Finger and Toe in Root Crops', Ibide, XV, 1853, pPpei25-35;
Augustus Voelcker, 'Anbury; and the Analysis of Diseased Turnips', Ibid.,
XX, 1859, pp.101-5.

Buckman, 'On Finger-and-Toe', p.13S.

L
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By far the most devastating plant disease was the potato blight of 1345;
volumes VI and VII of the Journal reflect the concern over the tragedy of

the potéto failure, particularly in Ireland, 1 in that they have nine

articles on this topic., H.S. Thompson incorrectly advanced the view that

curl and dry-rot were part of the same disease and caused by planting sets

that were over-ripe. 2 Lyon Playfair (then the Society's Consulting-Chemist)

rejected the view that the potato disesse was caused by a fungus. 3 Henry

Cox, in the Society's prize essay on the topic,attributed the rapid spread of

the disease to the damp and sunless weather of July and August, 1345, and

offered a number of ineffectual suggestions for the prevention of decay

while George Phillips advanced the commonly-held view that fungi were the effect

and not the cause of the disease. 2 F.J. Graham thought that the potato disease

was a canker, similar to that which attacked apple treese. 6 This variety

of ideas on the cause of potato blight reflected the perplexing nature of the

disease. The chief protagonist of the correct fungal theory was initially

Reve M.J. Berkeley of Vood Newton and Apethorpe; Northamptonshire,who

published, in 1846, his findings in the Journal of the Horticultural Societye

These were generally rejected, not least by Dr, Lindley, Editor of the

Gardeners' Chronicle (published in conjunction with the J.C. MHorton-edited

Agricultural Gazette and thus probably read by many sgriculturis). It took

N

1 Graphically described by Cecil Woodham-Smith, The Great Hurnger, Ireland

1845-9, 1962,

H.S. Thompson, 'On the Prevention of Curl and Dry-Rot in Potatoes', Jourzn=1,

VI, 1845, pp.161-7k,

3 Lyon Playfair, 'On the Nature and Causes of the Decay in Potatoes', Ibid.,
PP.531-49. it
He Cox, 'On the Potato Disease', EEEQL’kPP’h86‘98‘

2 George Phillips, 'On the Nature and Cause of the Potato Disease', Ihides Pe3"3,
F.J. Graham, 'On the Potato Disease', Ibid., p.367.

2
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another fifteen years for research at the Glasnevin Agricultural College

to identify Phytophthora Infestans as the cause of the potato blight. 1 The

task was then to understand how the fungus survived the winter (being
susceptible to cold conditions) and in the 1870s the Society published a
nunber of papers in connection with %ts collaboration with continental research
in this area. 2 It was not until the mid 1880s that ary treatment was possible;
in 1885 Bordeaux mixture (copper sulphate and quicklime) was first used 3
(originally developed against Peronosngzi vine fungus in France).

Apart from these very damaging fungal and bacterial diseases, farm pests
and parasitical plants were of great concern. Volumes II (1841) to XVIII (1857}
of the Journal had a series of articles on farm pests by John Curtis. With
the standard title of 'Observations on the Natural ﬁistory and Economy of
various Insects affectinge... ' they were notable for their detail and fine
illustration. Despite Ordish's interpretation of Cwtis as a pioneer of pest
control > it is difficult to see that his recommendations had much practical
utility. Hand-picking and ducks were the methods advised by Curtis to combat
the black caterpillar 6 - an early example of 'biological control! according

to Ordish- 7 vhile one of his remedies for the very damaging turnip flea beetle

1 Woodham-Smith, pp.94-102, See also Redcliffe Salaman, The History
and Social Influence of the Potato, 1949, pp.290-1,

2 William Carruthers, 'The Potato Disease', Journal (2), IX, 1873, pp.cid-52;
Idem, 'Nate on Mr. W.G. Smith's Discover& of the Rest-Spores of the Potato-
Fungus', Ibid., X, 18?@, Pr«396-98; A, de Bary, 'Researches into the Nature
of the Potato-Fungus - Phytophthora Infestans', Ibid., XII, 187, pp.239-6%.

3 Woodhan-Smith, p.95.

4 See George Ordish, The Great Vire Blight, 1972,

2 Idem, John Curtis and the Pioreering of Pest Control, 1974,

6 John Curtis, 'Observations on the Natural History and Economy of the Turrnip
Saw-Fly, and its Black Caterpillar, called the Black Palmer, Black Canker,

) Black Jack, Black Slug, and Nigger, or Negro', Journal, II, 1841, pp.328k4.

‘John Curtis', pp.86-7.



PLATE VI: ILLUSTRATIONS OF INJURDUS FARM INSECTS,
by JOHN CURTIS.

Source: Journal Of The Royal Agricultural Society Of England.

(ITI, 1842, between
PP.76-7)
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was to draw sticky boards (painted with tar) over the fields so that the
bettles would leap ageinst it and become stuck, or to draw e¢lder boughs

across which was said to 'annoy'! thems 1 Curtis's work and engravings

were important in inspiring Eleanor Ormerod : whose work on 'injurious insects'
attracted favourable notice in 1879 ? and whose appointment as the Society's
first Consulting-Entomologist in 18é1 opened a very useful phase of the
Society's worke Apart from the time-consuming methods of the type advocated by
Curtis, very little could be done to combat crop pests and diseases before 1880,
Benzene Hexachloride (B.H.C.) was discovered by Michael Farada& in 1825 but

not used as an insecticide until 1940, % while D.D.T. was synthesised in 1874
but not used until the second world ware. 5 Whatever the ecological worries about
the employment of chemical insecticides and pestici&es, the agriculturist

has obtained real benefits from their use during the twentieth century and

the Victorian farmer waged a one-sided battle against the constant hazard of
pests and diseases of farm crops. Parasitical plants were a separate problem -
dodder, a convulvulus~like parasite of flax-and clover was a particular
difficulty, and attributed to infested seed imported from Odessa. 6 Agricultural
weeds were given attention by James Buckman who defined them, as 'every plant
growing with the crop to its hindrance'; according to Buckwan they were

sown with the seed for the crop, spread over the land with manures, perpetuated

by being allowed to run to seed, and disseminated from road-sides, waste-land,

7

and badly managed farmse.

1 John Curtis, 'Observations on the Natural History and Economy of the

different Insects affecting the Turnip Crop®, Journal, II, 1841, pp.208-9,
2 Ordish, John Curtis, p.l1l02.
> tEntomology and Agriculture!, F.M.(3), IVI, 1879, pp.321-3.
t George Ordish, The Constant Pest, 1976, ppr.l31-2,
2 W.W. Fletcher, The Pest Var, 1974, pp.47-8.
Charles Cardaie Babington, 'On the Flax-Dodder', Journal, II, 1841, pp.63-k.

) See also William Carruthers, 'On Dodder', Ibid.(2), 1X, 1873, PPe253-8,
James Buckman, 'On Agricultural Weeds', 2212;, XVI, 1856, p.376,
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Serious as these crop pests and @iseases were, the various animal diseases
with which the Victorian agriculturist had to contend could be ruinous
to the individual and were of national concern. Foot-and-mouth disease
was reported from Stratford (Iondcn) in 1839, bovine pleuro-pneumonia
occurred in pedigree cattle in the QOrk area in 1840 and was prevalent in
the London cowsheds in 1842, Sheep-pox was diagnosed by James Beart Simonds in
1847 and the great cattle plague (rinderpest) occurred in 1865. The early
volumes of the Journal do not carry many articles on animal disease, but the
diagnosis of sheep-pox, conveyed to England by importations of gheeg fraw fanbarg,
stimulated an article from Stanley Carr on continental experience of the
disease. 1 The Society offered a prize essay on pleuro-pneumonia, aw