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R.J. “Jim” Hildreth: 
A Tribute

“Education is the process of moving from cocksure ignorance to thoughtful uncertainty.”
—R.J. “Jim” Hildreth

From his boyhood on a farm near the “Norwegian Ghetto” of Huxley, Iowa,
to his sunset years at the Beacon Hill Retirement Community in Lombard,
Illinois, Jim Hildreth touched thousands of lives. I count myself lucky to

have been one of them.
I first met Jim in late 1997, at the Farm Foundation offices near Chicago. He

introduced himself, refused to shake my hand because he had a cold, tried out a
few jokes and puns, and then proceeded to drill me about Texas A&M
University and College Station, Texas. A few minutes later, I learned the source
of Jim’s fascination with Texas A&M. He had once served as assistant director of
the Texas Agricultural Experiment Station before coming to Farm Foundation.
Jim had found a new friend and so had I.

As I saw Jim more, I was a frequent victim of his dreadful, worn-out jokes
and puns. Although I had heard the same stories many times, Jim was shame-
lessly unrepentant. His enthusiasm was contagious. How could you not laugh?

In subsequent visits, our conversations turned to the history of Farm
Foundation. Surprisingly, Jim knew little of the history and lore before his tenure
(1962-1991). Walt Armbruster and Steve Halbrook thought writing the history
of Farm Foundation would be a good project for a retired managing director and
a researcher from Texas A&M.

With cocksure ignorance, we began. Details were very sketchy, evidence
was hard to find, and most of the founders had died 50 or more years before.
Jim and I worked on it off and on for about three years. During this time, Jim
was battling illness, but he dutifully learned word processing, explored archives
and worked on drafts. Jim was frequently amused to rediscover some of his
accomplishments.
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Jim was very reluctant to write about himself or to identify credit. It just was
not the Farm Foundation way. To listen to Jim, it was almost as if he had been
on vacation from 1962-1991.

I was crushed when Jim died in May 2002. Ron Knutson and I completed
the draft of this book. The only consolation we have is that this book includes
Jim’s lifetime of achievements and the hard work of other staff members.

—David P. Ernstes
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Prologue

Numerous individuals in both the public and private sectors owe at least
a portion of their success to their involvement with one or more Farm
Foundation networks. As a catalyst for change, Farm Foundation has

fostered discussion of current and evolving issues for 75 years. It has done this by
laying a factual foundation through underwriting research and education proj-
ects and programs. By wise investment, expenditure and leveraging of its
relatively small endowment, it has had a much greater impact than could have
been imagined when it was formed or at any point in its history.

The success of Farm Foundation in fostering adjustment to change is attrib-
utable to visionary leaders who served as its founders, as managing directors or
presidents, as Trustees and to those who have contributed to the growth of its
endowment. These leaders provided the vibrant learning environment that
attracted the best minds to assemble facts, to complete objective research, and to
present results for study and discussion in words that could be understood by all
who were interested. When combined with the values of those who read and lis-
tened, those discussions, while sometimes heated, were better reasoned and
inevitably led to more informed decisions.

This book traces the history of those visionary leaders who have been
responsible for Farm Foundation’s success as a catalyst for change from its begin-
nings as an idea and felt need through 2007. It also looks to the future of the
Foundation in an agricultural and rural environment marked by many new and
different challenges.
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Chapter 1

Legge and Lowden

Farm Foundation owes its origin to the work and fortunes of two remark-
able individuals: Alexander Legge and Frank O. Lowden. Legge, the son of
an immigrant farmer, and Lowden, the son of a blacksmith, were men with

Midwestern roots and Scottish ancestry who, through hard work and honesty,
rose to assume impressive positions in industry, agriculture and politics. Their
lives could have been models for the Horatio Alger stories which were popular
in their formative years.

Yet, their “rags to riches” tales did not end with the accumulation of wealth
and power. Together they donated significant portions of their fortunes to a
foundation “to be devoted to the general welfare of the farming population of the
United States and improvement of the conditions of rural life.”1 Their legacy
continues eight decades later through Farm Foundation.

Legge and Lowden began working together on the Farm Foundation project
in 1928. This chapter briefly reviews the lives of these two remarkable men until
about 1930. The Legge section that follows is based extensively on Alexander
Legge: 1866-1933 written by Forrest Crissey in 1936 for the Alexander Legge
Memorial Committee.2 The section on Lowden is based extensively on the excel-
lent two-volume biography, Lowden of Illinois by William T. Hutchinson. 3

Alexander Legge
“I have known a lot of men—eminent men, but none have I known that impressed me
as being as outstanding in their own right as Alex Legge. Maybe that does not mean so
much for there are many of the great and near-great I never knew; but it does mean a
lot when men of the widest acquaintance make that same statement.”4

—Samuel R. McKelvie, The Nebraska Farmer

Alexander Legge was born January 13, 1866, on a farm in Montrose
Township, Dane County, Wisconsin. Legge’s father had established himself as
a successful veterinarian and farmer after emigrating from Scotland with his
wife in 1857. In 1874-1875, several crop failures and a poor business decision
financially ruined the senior Legge. In 1876, he accepted a friend’s offer to take
a partnership in the new 2,000-acre Fuller Ranch in Colfax County, Nebraska.
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The move to Nebraska had a profound impact on 10-year-old Alex Legge.
He was transplanted from the small farms and tree-lined fields of Wisconsin to
a seemingly boundless land. Not only was the landscape vast, but the business
enterprise was to be of a grand scale. Planning was paramount as there were
fences to make, barns to build and water to provide for the livestock. One of his
early memories was watching scores of plows breaking 700 acres of virgin sod on
the ranch. Crops were planted on a scale that dwarfed the farms of Wisconsin.
Young Alex was with his father as these decisions were made. Although formal
educational opportunities were lacking at the ranch, the foundation of Legge’s
business education was being honed by practical experience. 

Legge began to have more and more responsibilities around the ranch. By
the age of 15, he assumed the job of foreman of the hired help during his father’s
temporary absences. He was very adept at purchasing machinery and also trav-
eled throughout the state to pick up feeder cattle his father had previously
selected. On one such trip, as Legge was loading up the cattle into railcars at a
shipping station, two Iowa farmers offered to buy the lot. Legge sold them at a
price $1,500 higher than the price his father had agreed to pay. He added the
extra profit to the funds his father had allotted him and purchased a better lot of
feeders. By the age of 16, Legge was sent on cattle buying trips with the freedom
to use his own judgment.

Legge had a keen mind and during his teens attended school in Schuyler,
Nebraska. His success convinced his mother that he may even be on the way to
a college education. In February 1883, there was an intense snowstorm while
Legge was at school. Fearing he might attempt to walk home rather than stay in
town, his mother dispatched his friend, Charlie Wertz, with two horses to pick
him up. The snowstorm became one of the worst on record—the historic bliz-
zard of February 1883. Trapped in the open, fighting blinding snow, snowdrifts
and temperatures of 30 degrees below zero, Legge and Wertz were forced to trust
the instinct of the horses to find their way back to the ranch. Both arrived near
death. Legge developed a pulmonary condition. Four years later, the family
doctor recommended he move to a drier climate and higher altitude for his
health.

A Wyoming Cowboy. On one of his cattle buying expeditions, Alex had
visited the V-R Ranch, located 45 miles from Douglas, Wyoming, at the terminus
of the Chicago & North Western Railway. The operations there had fascinated
him. The ranch was stocked with about 12,000 cattle and more than 1,500 horses
being raised for the United States Cavalry. With its higher altitude and drier
climate, Legge decided to approach the ranch for a job. In 1887, he and his friend
Charlie Wertz were hired as “fence riders,” living on the range for $35 a month.
The two boys were soon recognized for their dependability and intelligence, and
were promoted to the dangerous duty of payroll couriers. The ranch was the
supply station for several nearby businesses, and to meet all of the payrolls, the
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boys sometimes transported as much as $5,000. Every weekend, the two traveled
45 miles to the bank in Douglas at differing times and by using varying routes to
confuse the outlaws in the area. It was a job with many perils, but they were never
harmed.

Legge enjoyed his ranching experiences tremendously. He probably would
have continued as a cowboy had he not received a letter saying his mother was
seriously ill and wanted to see him. He returned home to Nebraska in 1891,
where he helped nurse his mother back to health. The decision to return to
Nebraska was also a good choice because the dusty nature of working with cattle
had aggravated his medical condition. 

Several years before, in 1884, Legge’s father had discontinued his partnership
with the Fuller Ranch and purchased a 240-acre farm in nearby Maple Creek
Valley. While on the new farm, Alex purchased a power threshing machine, the
first implement of its type in Colfax County, Nebraska. Not only did he recog-
nize the superiority of the new machine and the increased productivity it would
bring to his father’s farm, but he also organized a crew and earned money thresh-
ing wheat on neighboring farms.

Recognizing the delicate nature of his health, Legge began looking for a job
that would limit his exposure to dust and weather. With his natural mechanical
knack, he found a temporary job assembling farm machinery for a local dealer.
He also began collecting debts for the McCormick Harvesting Machine
Company’s agency, based in Omaha. With his success, he was advised to go to
Omaha and seek full-time employment. 

Starting a Business Career. At 25 years of age, Legge was offered a trial
appointment with P.M. Price, the McCormick collection manager in Omaha.
The job would not be easy. Many of the farmers in the area had come from
Eastern Europe and were thoroughly misinformed about the United States and
business practices. To these farmers, the concept of purchasing on credit and
making payments was meaningless; once an exchange took place, possession and
use of an implement meant ownership. 

After the company wrote overdue farmers, it was Legge’s responsibility to
visit those who had not responded and notify them in person that their pay-
ments were overdue. If no collection was possible, he was to repossess the
machinery. As a test in his first month, he was given the toughest cases and he
settled all the claims. He also sold 20 mowers, earning himself a quick promo-
tion. While repossessing machinery, Legge was sometimes confronted by
farmers wielding pitchforks or shotguns, but he always calmly explained the
justice of his action. Aware that many farmers did not understand why the
machinery was being removed, Legge spent time and effort explaining business
practices in the United States.

Legge’s collecting abilities became legendary. Some of the toughest cases
were those in which no payment had been made in five years or more. Under



Farm Foundation

4

Nebraska law at that time, a note with no payment in five years became void. In
such cases, Legge would ask the farmer to make a small payment, such as $2, as
an act of good faith. If that appeal failed, he would then ask the farmer for $2 to
cover his own expense of coming to visit. Once money was received, it was
promptly endorsed on the note, resurrecting the claim. Although the practice
might be viewed as questionable, Legge believed any farmer who used a machine
for five years without payment was in no position to argue.

Once when confronting a farmer who had used a bull as collateral, Legge
asked that the bull be presented as he intended to settle the claim. The farmer
pointed to a field and said the bull was dead and buried, and there was no money.
Legge asked for shovels, remarking that at least the bones would bring some
money at a rendering plant. Not wanting his lie exposed and facing possible pros-
ecution, the farmer settled the account. 

Legge’s early work with the McCormick Company foreshadowed his excep-
tional business skills, as well as his humanitarian side. Throughout his collection
duties, he tried hard to work out agreements so farmers could stay in business
and continue to utilize the equipment. Very concerned with the hungry and
homeless in towns he visited, he arranged meal tickets with local restaurants
which he would hand out to panhandlers. He also had a soft spot for lending
money to his friends and soon accumulated a rich assortment of IOUs.

Legge’s work and ability at the Omaha branch office soon caught the attention
of the general manager of the McCormick Company in Chicago, who went to
Omaha to meet him personally. In these few short years, most of the employees at
the branch office had come to look to Legge for leadership. He received promotions
until he was head of the collections department. One of the problems at the
Omaha office was that the local manager believed the sales office should make sales
with no regard to the farmers’ ability to pay, and leave responsibility for payment
on the collections department. Legge had a row with the local manager over this
issue, which he eventually settled by going directly to the general manager in
Chicago. After Legge’s intervention, the local manager was replaced.

Moving Up. The replacement for the local manager was none other than
Harold F. McCormick, the recently married, 23-year-old son of the company’s
founder, Cyrus H. McCormick. Legge was chosen to show young McCormick
the ropes and hone his business skills. When McCormick left after several years,
Legge assumed the position of local manager.

By 1899, the 33-year-old Legge was leading the Omaha office he had joined
as an apprentice in 1891. He was considering resigning his position and going to
college to become a lawyer. Before he could act on his plans, Harold McCormick,
now first vice president of the McCormick Company, asked him to move to
Chicago to head the company’s worldwide collection interests. 

Like the move from Wisconsin to Nebraska in his youth, the new position
would considerably broaden Legge’s horizons and demand considerable read-
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justment. He had rarely left the South Platte area of Nebraska and still retained
his cowboy qualities. Now he was being called on to take a desk job and head the
collections department of a worldwide organization. Furthermore, he was used
to dealing with farmers and local implement dealers. The new position would
involve interacting with large distributors in other countries. 

His first responsibility was to reorganize the worldwide collection system.
Legge evaluated the company’s collection operations and proposed new proce-
dures. While the abilities of this former cowboy were viewed skeptically at first,
his logic, conviction and talents soon impressed the management and his co-
workers. His reorganization plan was viewed favorably and implemented.
During this time, the McCormick Harvesting Machine Company was engaged
in prolonged negotiations with five other leading farm implement manufactur-
ers to form the International Harvester Company. First Vice President Harold
McCormick was leading the organization, while his brother Cyrus H.
McCormick, Jr. was in New York negotiating the merger.

Legge’s ability was recognized by the management of the McCormick
Company and Harold McCormick. He not only survived the turmoil of the
1902 merger, but was promoted to assistant manager of sales in the new
company. Legge had the difficult task of arranging the organizational compo-
nents from the merger and fusing them into an integrated organization. After
only a short time in this position, he was promoted to assistant general
manager under Manager Clarence Funk. When Funk retired, Legge became
general manager. In 1918, when Harold McCormick became president, the
company bylaws were rewritten, eliminating the position of general manager.
Legge became senior vice president, in charge of the entire company under the
president.

Legge’s One Romance. Legge did not marry until he was 42 years old. For
most of his life up to this point, many of his associates thought he would never
get married. “Girl shy” Legge was usually too caught up in his work to notice the
attractions of the opposite sex. The woman he would eventually marry was the
wife of a close associate, Tom Hall, a lawyer he had worked with in Omaha. 

Katherine Hall helped her husband in the legal firm and had studied law
while working as a stenographer. The couple joined Legge in Chicago after his
promotion, and when Mr. Hall became ill, Mrs. Hall continued to help with the
legal matters of collection. After her husband’s death, Mrs. Hall and Legge
became close friends and began to appear together socially. They soon planned a
private wedding ceremony. Only the minister and the family across the street
were aware of the secret. 

Katherine was a devoted wife and valuable teammate to Legge, a full confi-
dante in his business affairs. She reformed his shortcomings in social etiquette
and was an incomparable hostess. One of her strengths was her ability both to
impress and put at ease the variety of people Legge brought home at a moment’s
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notice, whether they be equipment demonstrators, engineers, local implement
dealers, executives or foreign officials.

In 1908, Legge made his first overseas trip to visit sales offices in England,
France, Germany, Belgium, Sweden and Russia. He met with many Harvester
Company officials, who were impressed by his knowledge and familiarity with
the overseas staff, many of whom he had placed. 

In his duties in senior management at the Harvester Company, Legge con-
tinued to travel widely. His associates were consistently amazed by his
knowledge of the company’s international markets. Working hard to develop
contacts in agriculture, financial institutions and foreign governments, Legge
was intent not only on selling more Harvester Company implements, but was
also leading a personal crusade to advance and improve agricultural productivity
overseas. 

Public Service. In July 1917, four months after the United States entered
World War I, the War Industries Board was established to mobilize U.S. indus-
try for the conflict.5 The Board was seen as a clearinghouse for ideas and
methods to increase military production and allocate strategic resources. Wall
Street financier Bernard M. Baruch, head of the Board’s Raw Materials Division,
was looking for an industrialist to act as his “right hand man.” Questionnaires
were sent to hundreds of industry leaders asking for suggestions of candidates.
Baruch was reviewing the suggestions with Leland Summers, a technical advisor
to the War Industries Board, when Legge’s name was noted on literally dozens of
the returned questionnaires. According to Baruch, “Suddenly he [Summers]
pointed to the name of Alex Legge on a dozen of the cards and exclaimed:
‘There’s your man! He knows Europe, knows human nature, is a shrewd trader,
as straight as a die and an unbeatable fighter. His is the best mind in the
International Harvester Company—but I don’t think you can get him.’”6

Baruch’s first response to Summers was that he had never heard of Alex
Legge. However, he summoned Cyrus H. McCormick, president of
International Harvester, for a meeting and after talking with McCormick was
satisfied with Legge’s abilities. McCormick agreed Legge was the best man for the
job and helped persuade him to become Baruch’s chief of staff. When President
Wilson appointed Baruch chairman of the 12-member War Industries Board,
Baruch drafted Legge as vice chairman and, as an indication of his confidence,
conferred on Legge all of the authority Wilson had delegated to him. 

The Board’s responsibilities were revolutionary and far sweeping—to
suspend free enterprise and initiate a new relationship among industries and
between industry and government. Business institutions that were previously
punished under the Sherman Antitrust Act were now encouraged to coordinate
their activities. The Board determined resource allocation and was also allowed
to fix prices. It was an extraordinary accumulation of power, as noted by Robert
D. Cuff in The War Industries Board: “Baruch and the WIB [War Industries
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Board] have since come to represent the greatest concentration of delegated
authority in American history...”7

Legge exhibited the same leadership skills in his War Industries Board
service as he demonstrated at International Harvester. Howard P. Ingels, secre-
tary of the War Industries Board, noted: “He was always for direct action
without pussy-footing or evasion. All personalities looked alike to him. He
treated every problem with only one idea in mind: how to get supplies and
equipment across to our soldiers and our Allies with the utmost promptness.”8

General Hugh S. Johnson,9 who represented the U.S. Army on the War
Industries Board, commented: “Despite the fact that his formal education was
very meager, he had as complete a knowledge of world economics as any man
who helped to solve the big problems that came with the World War. I speak
carefully when I say that he was one of the greatest practical economists that this
country has ever produced.”10

Board member George N. Peek noted: “One conspicuous factor of Alex
Legge’s equipment for his great responsibilities on the War Industries Board was
his intimate and comprehensive knowledge of conditions in all the different
countries involved. This had been gained by years of first-hand observation and
experience. He had been over the ground until he was as familiar with it as with
his own Nebraska country. It is my conviction that in this feature of equipment
for his job, he was unapproached by any of his colleagues.”11

Vice chairmanship of the War Industries Board was a thankless job in which
Legge excelled. Postwar accounts wrote glowingly about the cooperation and
cohesiveness of the Board and industry, but revisionist analysis has not been so
kind, painting the picture of “an organizational maze over which they never had
sufficient control.”12 Much of the image projected at the time has since been
attributed to Baruch, who gave the Board “an image of unity and form to what
in retrospect was an extraordinarily chaotic, disjointed process.”13

Regardless of the controversy, Legge’s contribution and service to the War
Industries Board can best be summed up from this passage in Benedict Crowell
and Robert Forrest Wilson’s The Giant Hand, a contemporary history of the
industrial mobilization effort in World War I: 

“Consider Alexander Legge as an example. He filled the position
next in importance to the chairmanship itself. Yet Legge, who was an
active officer of the International Harvester Company, had no more
than a local reputation outside his own branch of industry. Baruch
knew him, and all American industry came to know him; and the state-
ment is ventured here that if the Board’s chairman had raked the
country from Maine to California, he could not have made a happier
choice. Legge possessed evenness of mind in combination with a
tremendous store of energy and initiative. He could plan or execute his
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chief ’s plans equally well. A tower of strength in the War Industries
Board—that was Legge.”14

Members of the War Industries Board were sent to Europe in October
1918, a month before the armistice. The first U.S. diplomatic mission to Europe,
they were dispatched over a disagreement with Great Britain over the price of
war supplies. When the armistice was signed, the mission from the War
Industries Board was given the task of determining industrial capacity in the
countries touched by the war. After President Wilson’s arrival in Europe, the
War Industries Board disbanded, and its members returned to the United
States.

Legge returned to his duties with the International Harvester Company, but
his stay would be short-lived. Baruch asked Legge to serve his country again as
part of a mission to develop the economic section of the Treaty of Peace at
Versailles. Legge agreed and returned to Europe. Baruch remarked: 

“Alex Legge’s contribution to this task was of high value. His gift of
hard common sense was nothing short of genius. Most of his colleagues
on this work were highly educated men. His own academic education
had stopped about midway in a country high school course, but he knew
the meaning of figures to an extent that was almost uncanny. 

“The treaty-makers on the other side were wizards in diplomacy
and economics but Alex was fully capable of meeting them. His mental
shortcuts were amazing and his European business experience had given
him a specific and comprehensive knowledge of the value of things over
there. This was invaluable in connection with reparations estimates.”15

Forrest Crissey noted: “It became known at once throughout the highest
circles that this tall, awkward, unpretentious man was strikingly ‘different’—a
most interesting novelty. The fact that he had been a cowboy greatly increased
his popularity with the sophisticated Europeans. An American cowboy helping
to divide the war debts and the economic responsibilities of the great powers of
Europe—here was a real spectacle!”16 For his efforts during and after the war,
Legge was awarded the Distinguished Service Medal in 1923. He also received
the decorations of Commander of the Crown of Belgium, Officer of the Legion
of Honor of France, and Officer Knight of the Crown of Italy. 

President of International Harvester. In 1919, Alex Legge returned from
the peace negotiations to International Harvester. World War I had changed the
company in many profound ways. Harvester’s German and French factories had
been casualties of war, and the company lost all of its assets in Russia, including
financial investments, when the Communists took control. Harvester only sur-
vived due to a rainy day fund set up years before by Legge. 
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The war had also changed the industry. High commodity prices during the
war encouraged farmers to purchase labor-saving machinery, and tractors
became Harvester’s main seller. Harvester had been the preeminent manufac-
turer of tractors but, by 1918, was supplanted by Henry Ford’s Fordson. The new
Ford tractor utilized the same manufacturing techniques and engineering know-
how that had revolutionized the automobile industry. By 1920, Ford controlled
two-thirds of the tractor market.

At the same time, U.S. agriculture suffered a severe economic downturn.
The high commodity prices of the war years, wistfully known to this day as “the
golden years of agriculture,” collapsed. Farmer income fell to $3.9 billion in 1921
from $9.6 billion in 1919.

When tractor sales dropped, Ford responded by slashing its prices until they
were below the cost of production. The cost of a new Fordson tractor dropped
some $230 over the period to $395. Historian Barbara Marsh notes:

“Ford’s action infuriated Legge, who was inspecting new company
facilities in Springfield, Ohio, when he received a call from Chicago
headquarters. ‘What’s that? How much? Two hundred and thirty
dollars? Well, I’ll be,’ he exclaimed, realizing that Harvester’s future in
tractors, indeed its traditional leadership in farm machinery, was now
at stake. He reckoned Harvester had no choice but to sell below cost
too.

“‘What’ll we do about it? Do? Why, damn it all–meet him, of
course! We’re going to stay in the tractor business. Yes, cut two hundred
and thirty dollars. Both [Harvester] models–yes, both.’

“Then Legge brilliantly upped the ante. Ford was so low, the
Harvester tractor still left a price gap of $275. Yet Legge knew the
American farmer better than Henry Ford and could offer more than
tractors. ‘Say, listen,’ Legge told the caller. ‘Make it good! We’ll throw in
a plow as well!’

“He then took the contest to farmlands, where he employed tactics
he’d learned in the Harvester Wars. Whenever a Harvester salesman
learned of a Fordson sale, it became his duty to challenge his competi-
tion to a tractor contest. Harvester salesmen argued that, unlike existing
Harvester tractors on the market, the Fordson was too light to gain the
traction needed to pull fourteen-inch plows and failed in uneven soil
conditions. After thousands of contests, Legge’s men started to win back
customers.”17

Ford’s near takeover of the tractor market forced Harvester to revisit exper-
imental engineering ideas. One concept, which had been undeveloped for more
than 10 years, was a new all-purpose tractor, the Farmall.
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“Unlike competing machines, the Farmall could do all sorts of light
farm work and, for the first time, made possible the horseless farm. It
could push a cultivator through the soil, pull a plow, transmit power to
an implement through a power takeoff, and supply belt power to a sta-
tionary silo or threshing machine. In contrast to the Fordson, which
was ill suited for cultivating row crops, the Farmall was specially
designed for row-crop work. Its high rear-wheel drive provided
maximum clearance over crops and its narrow front wheels were
designed to run between the rows. Farmall’s versatility not only spelled
the end of the era of the farm horse, but also promised the farmer huge
savings on his equipment investment by reducing the need for more
than one tractor.”18

The Farmall entered full-scale development in 1921. Legge insisted that the
new tractor accommodate present Harvester implements and be fully developed
before it was marketed to farmers. Harvester sold its first Farmall in 1924. By
1925, four-row attachments were available. Sales were so brisk that by 1926
advertising was not necessary, and a plant was purchased specifically for manu-
facturing the tractors. By 1928, Harvester was producing 24,000 Farmalls a year
and Ford had quit manufacturing tractors in the United States. Legge had beat
Henry Ford at his own game.

Legge was named president of International Harvester in 1922. In July 1923,
the government brought an antitrust suit against the company, alleging that
Harvester had not lived up to the terms of a 1918 consent decree from a 1912
antitrust suit.

Legge took the reins defending the company. All of the knowledge and
expertise he had accumulated was put to work organizing an effective defense.
Ultimately, International Harvester was acquitted by a decision of the United
States Supreme Court. An attorney who took part in both cases noted, “It is my
personal opinion that Alex Legge would have lived years longer if he could have
been spared the anxiety and labor involved in meeting these two Government
attacks on the company’s right to exist. In large part it was his work in assem-
bling and presenting the facts in the case that brought ultimate victory for the
company. I have never heard of a case of such magnitude where counsel received
more discriminating help from a layman than Mr. Legge gave the company’s
lawyers in the Harvester anti-trust litigation.”19

The stress of the antitrust case weakened Legge considerably. After the trial,
he became seriously ill. When his condition did not improve in Chicago, he
decided to travel to the warmer Imperial Valley of California, where
International Harvester had a field station. He intended to view demonstrations
there, but his condition did not improve and he was admitted to a hospital,
where he was attended by doctors and specialists from across the country. Legge
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recovered, but the illness took its toll: he had walked into the hospital weighing
218 pounds. He walked out weighing 143 pounds.

During his recovery, Alex and Katherine Legge spent time visiting friends
and relatives in the area. Late that summer, they decided to return to Chicago,
but Katherine became seriously ill. She was admitted to a hospital and diagnosed
with typhoid. She declined steadily and died on August 21, 1924.20

Legge returned to his duties as president of International Harvester and, by
the end of the 1920s, restored the company to its preeminence in the agricultural
equipment industry. Harvester’s domestic farm equipment sales were “... $150
million in 1929...nearly triple those of its nearest competitor, Deere & Co., of
Moline, Illinois.”21 Legge also established Harvester as a leader in the manufac-
ture of medium and heavy-duty trucks.

“Alexander Legge’s clear vision for Harvester in a rapidly changing
marketplace drove the company to a new pinnacle of success by 1929.
Its U.S. sales reached a record $262 million, its worldwide profits a
record $37 million, and the value of its common stock peaked during the
market’s speculative soar that year at $142 a share. With Harvester’s
accomplishments came the respect of the financial community. A
Fortune magazine profile of the company blithely noted several years
later: ‘Harvester is, of course, the greatest single agricultural enterprise
in the world.’”22

In 1985, historian Barbara Marsh related, “Nearly half a century following
Legge’s death in 1933, a retired Harvester executive confides: ‘Alexander Legge
was probably the greatest president Harvester ever had. He was a common-
sense, hard-nosed guy who could relate to customers. A farmer, a Scotsman, and
smarter than hell.’”23

The Federal Farm Board. Although International Harvester was experienc-
ing unprecedented success, the U.S. farmer was not as well off. Agricultural
prices continued to be depressed, and surpluses mounted. Farm interests lobbied
the government to intervene directly in agricultural markets. The newly elected
President Herbert Hoover opposed direct intervention and looked instead for
indirect means to stabilize prices. He believed that by encouraging farmers to
organize, some of the inequalities between the agricultural and industrial sectors
could be resolved. The Federal Farm Board, created by the Agricultural
Marketing Act of 1929, was designed to assist in the formation of cooperatives
and to stabilize commodity prices in times of emergencies. In July 1929, Hoover
appointed Legge chairman of the Federal Farm Board.

Legge’s association with Hoover went back to World War I when Legge was
vice chairman of the War Industries Board and Hoover was United States Food
Administrator. Some agricultural commodities fell within the jurisdiction of
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both agencies, and Legge and Hoover were well acquainted. Also, Hoover had
represented the United States government in the armistice negotiations in
France and conferred with Legge during the Treaty of Paris negotiations. When
Hoover became Secretary of Commerce in 1921, he asked Legge’s assistance in
helping to reorganize the Department of Commerce. Throughout Hoover’s
term, 1921 to 1928, he continued to rely on Legge for advice. In 1928, after being
elected President, he asked Legge to be Secretary of Commerce, but Legge
refused. When Hoover floated Legge’s name as a candidate for chairman of the
Federal Farm Board to the leaders of U.S. farm cooperatives, he received an
almost unanimously favorable response. Legge accepted the position on the con-
dition that it would only be for one year.

The Federal Farm Board was the government’s first response to the prob-
lems in agriculture. Legge accepted the position because he saw it as a way to help
farmers organize and help themselves. Carl Williams, the cotton expert on the
Board, recounted Legge’s decision to join the Board: “I went to Chicago to talk

Legge in Washington

Sam R. McKelvie, a member of the Federal Farm Board, recalled Alex Legge’s experi-

ences with Washington, D.C., society during the Hoover administration:

“The anecdotes illustrating Alex Legge’s indifference to social customs are so many that

one scarcely knows where to begin or end in telling them. Not infrequently I find myself

laughing out loud at the outlandish things he said and did. No sooner had he been

appointed a member of the Farm Board than the newspapers flared forth with his answer

to the reporter who wanted to know where he would be seated at the White House dinners.

That was when the Dolly Gann-Alice Roosevelt Longworth contest was hot news. ‘In the

kitchen with the cooks will be all right with me,’ he blurted out.

“And had that been his portion he would have been perfectly happy. He liked company

but loathed so-called society. It seemed to him such a waste of time. At some of the early

White House functions he violated the customs that the mentor of social proprieties – a lady

– felt called upon to remind him, for instance, that it was not proper to leave the party until

the President withdrew. This came to Martha [McKelvie]’s attention when I committed the

same faux pas one evening, and the next time she got us together she proceeded to pro-

pound the law. He drawled, ‘Ah gosh, the Chief [President Hoover] likes it. It gives him an

excuse to break away.’

“When [British] Premier Ramsay MacDonald visited the President, Washington society

was on its ears. A bid to the dinner that was given him at the White House was prized above

all else. Alex received one. That day as we were returning from Chicago he bewailed the invi-

tation. To go would knock him out of a ‘whole evening’s work.’ I expressed my regret that the

invitation was not transferable. I would go, and gladly. When I went to the office that

evening, lo, here was the chairman. ‘Not going to the party for the Premier?’ queried I.

‘No, those darned things bore me to tears. I called the Chief up and he let me off.’” 56
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with Alex about the Farm Board. We were familiar with the farm problem and
had studied the new Agricultural Marketing Act. After discussing its virtues,
defeats and possibilities for two days, Alex said, ‘Any man would be a damned
fool to take a job on that Board!’ ‘I know it,’ I said. ‘But there have to be a few
damned fools in the world in order that the work of the world may get done.’
Alex’s heels swung off the table, his feet came down flat on the floor, and he said:
‘Well, I suppose you and I might as well be two of ‘em!’ He turned to the tele-
phone, called Washington, and talked to the President. The die was then cast for
both of us.”24 Legge took a leave of absence from International Harvester and
moved to Washington.

The Federal Farm Board had the misfortune of being the government’s first
real intervention into the agricultural sector during one of the agricultural
sector’s most trying eras: the Great Depression and the Dust Bowl droughts. At
first, the Farm Board’s efforts were primarily directed toward assisting farmers
to organize farmer cooperatives. With the collapse in commodity prices after the
onset of the Depression, the Farm Board worked toward commodity stabiliza-
tion through loans and purchases. 

Desperate times breed desperate measures, and the Farm Board was per-
ceived as being ineffectual. Forrest Crissey noted: “As chairman of the Farm
Board, Alex Legge bore the brunt of the widespread and skillfully propagandized
criticism of this venture. Abnormal conditions forced the Board into market
operations of a kind that normally would not have been attempted. The meas-
ures were designed to meet an emergency...If he was sometimes hurt by this
criticism, he gave no indication of it. He was interested solely in the thing to be
done and in the result of his efforts, without thought of himself or what people
were going to say or think about it. If he was convinced that he was doing the
right thing, he would go ahead and do it.”25 Sam R. McKelvie, a grain member of
the Board, noted: “It was with the utmost reluctance that Mr. Legge accepted a
place on the Farm Board, but having once undertaken the task, no work was too
great. Night after night he left the office carrying a portfolio filled with mail he
had not had time to read during the day.”26

Although Legge had promised only to stay as chairman for one year, under
Hoover’s encouragement he remained for 20 months until the Board was fully
organized. He resigned on March 5, 1931. The work had broken him physically.
According to his niece, Ina Sharman: “When he came back, I noticed that Uncle
Alex had become bent. He said he thought he had worked for the International
Harvester Company, but he never knew what work was till he went to
Washington on the Farm Board. When I remarked that he had at least got back
alive, he said, ‘Oh, they really used me very nicely. I have no complaints whatever.
It was hard work, of course!’”27

Return to Private Life. Once again, Legge returned to International
Harvester. He confided to his associate Henry Cowan, “Henry, I don’t give a
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damn for money. Since Mrs. Legge passed away this business has become every-
thing to me. It is my chief interest in life. It keeps me going.”28

The 4-H Club movement also attracted Legges’s attention. 4-H Clubs had
been founded around the country since 1899, and the National Committee was
formally organized in December 1921. Legge had served as a director since 1923.
Guy L. Noble, managing director of the organization, recalled the first board
meeting Legge attended: “At a point in the proceedings where it seemed that
nothing was going to be done, Alex Legge suddenly said, ‘Well, men, we haven’t
done anything for Noble and his farm boys and girls yet. Let’s decide to help
them out.’ He saved the situation so far as I was concerned. A program was
adopted, and he helped put it over.”29 Crissey noted: “Mr. Legge attended every
Directors’ meeting that was called and even urged that additional meetings be
held to determine how the National Committee might further assist in the
development of the 4-H program for farm boys and girls. He was a generous
annual contributor to the work and very influential in securing support from
other quarters. He originated the plan of entertaining the 4-H Club members in
attendance at the annual International Live Stock Show and the National 4-H
Congress.”30

The catastrophe gripping the agricultural sector greatly troubled Legge.
Farmers in need of funds were being denied loans due to the Depression. He sent
a check for $10,000 to the local bank in Schuyler, Nebraska, and a check for
$100,000 to a bank in Omaha, Nebraska, to provide loans to smaller farmers. 

He began to receive some of the recognition he rightfully deserved. In 1930,
he was featured on the cover of Time magazine.31 In 1932, the University of
Wisconsin’s College of Agriculture recognized him for his service to agriculture
and rural life. That same year, he served as a member of the National
Transportation Committee, whose membership included Calvin Coolidge,
Bernard Baruch and Alfred E. Smith. 

Legge’s home and estate was in Hinsdale, Illinois, near Chicago. After
Katherine’s death, he took a keen interest in the children of that village. Herbert
Hoover, a frequent visitor remarked: “Alex Legge was greatly interested in the
children of the village and did not fail to bring around a horde of them to get
autographs each time I appeared. He seemed to have incurred obligations in this
direction prior to my arrival. What was more, he appeared to have relations to
the automobile of every boy who drove into the place. There was a procession of
these youngsters coming to the steps and receiving mystic signs from Mr. Legge
which entitled them to go to the garage and fill up with gas and oil.”32 Legge also
provided assistance to many of the under-privileged in the Hinsdale area.

Legge also took great care to show off his physical abilities and endurance.
He had a 53-acre farm near his Hinsdale estate, where visitors were frequently
invited to work with him. Those who politely tried to avoid field work by point-
ing out their lack of suitable clothes were shown to a closet stocked with work
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clothes. Visitors of every rank and social status left the Legge farm tired, sore and
appreciative of the work of the farm laborer. 

There is much documentary evidence of what Alexander Legge’s contempo-
raries thought of him. Forrest Crissey, his biographer, wrote: “Very few men who
worked with Alex Legge can discuss him without spontaneously comparing his
individuality to that of Abraham Lincoln. This similarity is remarked by nearly
every one of his surviving associates. It persists almost to the point of monotony,
but it cannot be ignored. The volume, character and source of the testimony sup-
porting it forbid. Alex Legge was strikingly Lincolnesque in mind, soul and body.
Perhaps no other American has lived since Lincoln who was more so.”33

Harold McCormick, of the International Harvester Company observed:
“One of the main elements in the confidence which Alex Legge inspired in those
who had personal contact with him was the fact that his reasonings and his
decisions were based upon practical experience and close personal observation.
He was not a theorist. Experience had been practically his only school and his
loyalty to his alma mater was unswerving. He was gifted with a combination of
great determination and tenacity. This was not, to my mind, stubbornness, but
something very much above it. He could and did yield to the opinions of others
when convinced that he was in error and when this occurred—which was not
often—his yielding was wholehearted and gracious. He was too big and too
honest to stick stubbornly to an opinion when his good sense told him that he
was mistaken.”34

Donald R. McLennan, who served on the War Industries Board with Legge,
noted: “Those who knew Alex only as a dynamo of executive energy missed
acquaintance with his most charming side. He had as great a capacity for senti-
ment as he had for business. He would do almost anything for a friend—but he
suffered keen embarrassment in being thanked for a kind deed. Repeatedly I
have seen him walk away under such an ordeal, usually with the remark: ‘Oh, go
to hell!’”35

General Hugh S. Johnson of the War Industries Board commented: “In a
fight of any sort he was one of the toughest, and had a tongue like a mule-
skinner’s lash when he felt he had to use it. Probably some people think that my
language is rough; I’m just an amateur compared with Alex Legge when he let
loose, but his sympathies were with all toilers, especially with tillers of the soil.
This was his strongest complex—which is proved by the fact that he gave about
a million dollars of his fortune, after providing generously for the surviving
members of his family, to the Farm Foundation for the continued and systematic
study of farm problems. He was a farmer and the friend of all farmers to the end
of his days.”36

From his record of accomplishments and the accounts of his contempo-
raries, it is clear that Alexander Legge was a remarkable individual. A self-made
man, a self-taught industrialist and a fine public servant, he earned the respect
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and loyalty of his peers and colleagues in industry. Yet, this remarkable life
became even more notable because Alexander Legge bequeathed his fortune to
better the life of the farming and rural populations of this country.

Frank Orren Lowden
“He was a practical, successful ‘dirt’ farmer, whose views on what the Federal
Government should do to aid agriculture were too advanced at the time he sought the
Presidency to bring him political support in the East.”37

—The New York Times

Frank Orren Lowden was born two miles outside of Sunrise City in Chisago
County, Minnesota, on January 26, 1861. His father, Lorenzo, was a farmer and
village blacksmith. His mother, Nancy, was a former school teacher and the
mother of three children, who also did much of the farm work while her
husband worked at the forge in town.

Frank’s father was successful in Sunrise City, but looking for greener pas-
tures. In 1868, the family moved to Point Pleasant in Hardin County, Iowa,
where he opened a blacksmith shop and purchased a farm.

Lowden’s youth on the Iowa farm was bittersweet. He tremendously enjoyed
living in the country, but he did not enjoy farm work. Becoming a farmer or black-
smith were never his career goals. Unlike most boys of his age and time, a portion
of the money Lowden earned from agricultural labor was invested in books. It was
said that he read and reread his meager library of books until he knew them by
heart, and he would walk long distances to borrow books. When he entered
school at age eight, he was ready for McGuffey’s fifth reader. Lowden’s father
delighted in his son’s precociousness, and they frequently debated issues of the day
with each other. At age 12, Lowden participated in a public debate at his school
and, a few years later, he gave the Fourth of July oration in nearby New
Providence, Iowa. 

By his 14th birthday in 1874, Lowden had mastered all of the course work
offered in the district schools and begun independent study in subjects not
offered by the local schools, such as algebra. He decided to become a teacher in
order to earn enough money to attend law school. The regulations at the time
stipulated that no one could take the teacher qualification exams before their
17th birthday, so Lowden needed a waiver from the county superintendent of
schools. The superintendent ruled that Lowden could earn the teaching certifi-
cate only if he made a perfect score on the exam. Lowden met this requirement
and was hired by the Meeker school district to teach the three-month winter
term beginning in December 1875, for $100. He also took the position of janitor
for $1 a month. 

The three- to four-mile distance from his home to the school was too far
to travel during the winter, so Lowden surrendered $40 of his salary for room
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and board. Arriving an hour before class, he would sweep out the classroom,
wash the blackboards and light the wood stove. Even when the stove nearly
“glowed,” it was sometimes so cold in the school house that students near the
walls saw their breath frost onto their slates. One of the main criteria for being
a school teacher in Iowa during this time was the ability to avoid being pushed
around by the class bully. Lowden’s youth was certainly an issue as he would
have to keep discipline in a school room where some of the students were older
than he was.

In 1878, Lowden enrolled for a 10-week term at Iowa State Agricultural
College at Ames, where his performance was exemplary. He continued to teach
in Hardin County until September 1881. That month, he passed the entrance
examinations and enrolled in the classics course of the State University of Iowa
at Iowa City. He was a member of a fraternity and was well respected by his
peers and teachers. In 1885, he graduated class valedictorian and accepted a
teaching job in Burlington, Iowa, for $100 a month, saving his money to repay
debts and attend law school.

Lowden would stay 10 months at Burlington. While he enjoyed the compan-
ionship of the teachers and teaching, he still felt compelled to go into law. He was
interested in a law office clerkship and, through mutual contacts, approached the
firm of Dexter, Herrick and Allen in Chicago. Although the firm generally only
hired lawyers as clerks, they agreed to hire Lowden for $8 a week on the condi-
tion that he go to law school at night. Since his teaching salary had recently been
advanced to $1,600 a year, this was a considerable reduction in pay. In August
1886, at 25 years of age, Lowden began a career in law.

Success in Chicago. As a clerk, Lowden’s responsibilities included typing
letters and legal documents and handwriting the office docket, the journal of
daily business. In September 1886, he began evening classes at Union College of
Law.38 After preliminary examinations, he placed out of the first-year course
work and was able to advance to the second-year courses of the two-year
program. This period, while working a low-paying, full-time job and taking night
classes, was one of the most difficult of his life, although he excelled in law school.
He was elected to the legal fraternity, Phi Delta Phi, and graduated valedictorian
of his class. At graduation, he was awarded a $50 prize for oratory and a $50
prize for scholarship. Lowden was exuberant. He was down to his last 40¢ and
had been subsisting on coffee and oyster stew.

He passed the Illinois bar examination in July 1887, and became a practicing
lawyer at Dexter, Herrick and Allen at a salary of $65 a month. Wirt Dexter, the
senior partner, assigned Lowden to be his personal aide. Dexter, Herrick and
Allen’s clients included the Burlington Railroad and many of the banks and
public utility companies in Chicago. Within one year of arriving in Chicago,
Frank was not only a lawyer, but was positioned to become acquainted with the
business and social elite of Chicago.
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Over the next few years, the ailing Dexter served as his mentor and at
Dexter’s death in 1890, Lowden was faced with a predicament. Many of Dexter’s
personal clients looked to Lowden to continue their business, but the two surviv-
ing partners of the firm, Herrick and Allen, did not wish to adjust Lowden’s
salary to reflect this. He decided to leave the firm and look for a Chicago lawyer
who wanted a bigger caseload.

Lowden approached Emery S. Walker, a promising Chicago lawyer, for a
junior partnership, and the firm of Walker and Lowden began business on July
1, 1890. Lowden began to represent his own clients and defend them in court,
developing such a reputation that other lawyers began to attend his cases to
watch him address the jury and hear his dazzling questioning of witnesses. His
social standing increased to the extent that he became a director of the exclusive
Calumet Club in Chicago and kept a bachelor’s apartment there.

In 1892, Walker and Lowden went their separate ways, probably over
Lowden wanting greater compensation. For the next 16 months, he was a junior
partner with William B. Keep, whose clients numbered several railways, a major
savings and loan, and several prominent Chicago industries. Lowden frequently
appeared as counsel in cases before the Federal District Court and the Illinois
Supreme Court. He also helped organize the Law Institute with Wallace
Heckman, and ran for a seat on the club’s first board of managers, although this
first venture into politics was unsuccessful.

Florence Pullman. In the summer of 1894, when associates complained he
was working too hard and needed a vacation, Lowden relented and agreed to a
vacation in Paris and London with Walter Herrick, son of one of his former
employers. Sailing on the Normandie, at the first day’s breakfast, he caught sight
of Florence Pullman, daughter of George M. Pullman, founder of the Pullman
Palace Car Company of Chicago. He was introduced to her later that evening.
The two were in frequent company during the remainder of the voyage. After
arriving in Paris, he and Herrick toured the city for six days under the expert
guidance of Miss Pullman. On his departure to London, Lowden sent her
flowers and a note asking to see her again when they were both back in Chicago.

Florence Pullman was the daughter of one of the wealthiest men in the
United States. The social stratum into which she was born was completely
foreign to the farm-bred Lowden. Every aspect of her life—what she wore, where
she traveled, who she dated—was reported in the newspaper society columns.
She had been educated in the best schools in the United States and Europe. She
traveled frequently and enjoyed the use of a private Pullman car equipped with
servants to satisfy her every whim. She was rumored to have been engaged to
Prince Leopold of Germany, King Alexander of Serbia and the Marquis de
Lorme of Spain.

While still in London, Lowden received a reply to his note, asking him to call
on her when she was back in Chicago. He returned to his office in September, but
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it would be six more weeks before Florence was back from Europe. He began vis-
iting her on Sunday afternoons. In November, he began visiting on weekday
evenings as well. By late November, he was writing to her frequently. By January
1895, Frank and Florence confessed their mutual love and committed to a secret
engagement.

Unfortunately, Florence’s father, George Pullman, insisted she not become
engaged without his permission. With kings and princes as previous suitors, he was
not immediately fond of Lowden and urged his daughter to see him less frequently.
Florence obliged him and suggested she and Lowden wait, in the hope that her
father would consent. Over the next few months, only a few occasional meetings
were arranged by Florence’s mother. With Pullman’s moratorium and the stress of
increased legal work, Lowden suffered grave depression. Florence encouraged him
to go overseas. Before leaving for Le Havre, France, in August 1895, he visited the
Pullman seaside home in New Jersey. He and Florence agreed to write, but only to
post once every two weeks. One of Lowden’s letters ran 43 pages.

On his return, Lowden once again visited the Pullmans in New Jersey, and
though he wished to ask Pullman for his daughter’s hand in marriage, Pullman’s
attitude suggested what the answer would be. Lowden was further disappointed
to learn that Florence was now forbidden to write to him. His return to Chicago
brought even more disappointment. Pullman had learned of his daughter’s secret
engagement and instructed her to write Lowden releasing him from the commit-
ment. Lowden obliged the sorrowful request, taking all blame for not cultivating
more goodwill with her father.

Once Pullman had his way, he relaxed his edict and allowed Lowden to visit
Florence every Wednesday and Sunday evening from October to Christmas.
Sometime in mid-December, walking the four blocks from his apartment at the
Calumet Club to the Pullman mansion, Lowden slipped on the ice and was
bedridden for several days. When he was able to limp to Pullman’s house, the
industrialist finally gave his blessing to the marriage. Notification of the engage-
ment appeared in the Chicago papers on January 19, 1896.

Lowden was ill-prepared for the social and financial demands of a society
engagement, and the couple half-heartedly considered elopement. In the end,
the ceremony took place in the drawing room of the Pullman mansion on April
29, 1896, before more than 200 guests, followed by a reception for almost 1,200.
Guests included the Andrew Carnegies, the John D. Rockefellers, former
President and Mrs. Benjamin Harrison, the Marshall Fields, the Robert Todd
Lincolns, the Philip Armours, Mrs. Ulysses S. Grant, Mrs. Philip H. Sheridan,
several Supreme Court justices and many other celebrities, politicians and busi-
ness titans. The couple honeymooned for 10 days in Washington, D.C., using
George Pullman’s private car. Later, they visited the Pullmans’ summer home,
“Castle Rest,” in Alexandria Bay, New York. Lowden was 35 years old and had
married an American princess.



Farm Foundation

20

Lowden’s relationship with his father-in-law improved after the wedding,
and in succeeding years, with Pullman’s assistance, he assumed positions and
trusteeships with several businesses and corporations. Between his wife’s fortune
and his own success, he soon had a considerable income. When Pullman died in
1897, Lowden became the de facto head of the family and helped oversee the dis-
bursement of the $17.5 million estate.

Lowden Enters Politics. Lowden’s interest in law did not wane. In 1898, he
was named a senior partner in the firm of Lowden, Estabrook and Davis. His
reputation for public speaking grew, and he was asked to speak on a wide variety
of topics. He became increasingly involved in his university alumni associations
and civic activities in Chicago.

Lowden also became more involved in politics. Sometime after moving to
Chicago, he had switched his affiliation from the Democratic to the Republican
Party. Certainly his switch was motivated by the fact that many of his legal and
business associates were Republicans, and he was also influenced by his member-
ship in the Union League Club. Hutchinson notes, “Its members fostered the

George M. Pullman

Florence was the favorite of George M. Pullman’s four children. Compounding Lowden’s

courtship troubles and making his success even more remarkable was the fact that

1894 was a particularly difficult year for George Pullman. 

When his company’s fortunes declined in 1894, Pullman slashed wages by 25

percent. However, he neglected to lower the rents or cost of groceries in the company

town. A delegation of workers who met with him to ask him to reduce these costs was

fired the next day. Pullman’s plant workers began a strike on May 15, which was taken

national on June 22 when the American Railway Union, led by Eugene V. Debs, joined

the strike in sympathy. After a week, more than 125,000 railroad employees refused to

work on any train which employed a Pullman sleeper. Since most railroads used

Pullman cars, much of the commerce in the country slowed down. The government

sympathized with the railroads, due to the obstruction of mail, and by June 3, more

than 2,000 federal troops were in the Chicago area. Over the next few days, the strikers

began rioting, setting fires and destroying railroad equipment. The soldiers responded

by firing on strikers, killing four and wounding 20. On July 9, President Cleveland out-

lawed large public gatherings in Illinois, and the union leaders were jailed. By

September 6, the strike was officially over and the union was broken. All Pullman

employees were required to sign a statement that they would never attempt to join a

union. 

George Pullman’s reputation was savaged in the press. He went from being an

industrial hero who made long-distance rail travel practical to being a greedy and

heartless robber baron. He died of a heart attack three years later at age 66. The family

was so fearful that his body would be stolen for ransom or defaced that the coffin was

covered in tar paper and asphalt and then sunk into a concrete block the size of a small

room. The top of the block was overlaid with railroad ties and more concrete.
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spread of the myth, which thousands of voters believed by the 1880s, that the
Republicans alone had won the Civil War, saved the Union, and abolished
slavery.”39 These were ideas Lowden firmly believed.

His first formal involvement in city politics was in 1893 when he assisted in
a mayoral campaign. Throughout the 1890s he became increasingly involved in
the local party organization through the Political Action Committee of the
Union League Club. His first crusades were against corruption and machine
politics.

His efforts were interrupted in 1898 by the Spanish American War. After a
rousing speech, Lowden was selected to head the Union League Club’s efforts to
raise and equip three regiments of volunteers. Although he had minimal military
training, he was elected a lieutenant colonel of the First Regiment, Illinois
National Guard. With his lack of experience, Lowden wisely attended to the
more ceremonial duties and worked with the Illinois legislature to construct an
armory and parade ground. Although the unit was never called on for combat,
Lowden’s service furthered his prominence in the community.

His political activities increased. With other members of the Union League
Club, he formed the “Roosevelt, 1904 Club” in the late 1890s to espouse a presi-
dential candidacy for Theodore Roosevelt. He was named a delegate to the
Republican National Convention in 1900. After the convention, he was selected
as a member of the Committee of Notification to inform President William
McKinley of his re-nomination. He canvassed Illinois for six weeks before the
election, speaking in support of the local and national candidates. For his serv-
ices to the party, President McKinley offered Lowden the position of assistant
postmaster-general of the United States, which he declined. 

Lowden began to have political aspirations of his own and slowly tested the
waters. He put his hat in the ring for the 1904 Illinois gubernatorial nomination,
but lost a tough convention battle. He served as a delegate to the Republican
National Convention and managed Theodore Roosevelt’s presidential campaign
in Illinois. Traveling the state in his private Pullman car, he spoke at least 40
times in support of Roosevelt in the month before the election.

In 1905, he declined a presidential judicial appointment for the Federal
District Court in Illinois. His legal career had been supplanted by one in politics.
He changed his voting address from Chicago to his farm estate, “Sinnissippi,” 90
miles west of the city, and began listing his occupation as farming. When his local
congressman announced his retirement, Lowden announced his intention to be
his successor. He survived a tough primary battle, withstanding charges of being
a “carpet bagger” too rich and privileged to represent such a rural district. By a
margin of 2,000 votes out of 31,372 cast, Lowden was elected representative of
the 13th Congressional District of Illinois.

Lowden entered office counting as friends President Theodore Roosevelt,
Speaker of the House Joseph Cannon, several members of the Cabinet, Supreme
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Court justices, and other members of Congress. Although this member of the
Republican National Committee and son-in-law of one America’s business titans
considered himself a “farmer,” he was assigned a seat on the Committee on
Foreign Affairs.

As a junior member, Lowden was not overly visible. He was conscientious to
the needs of his predominately rural constituents and an advocate for agricul-
ture, agrarianism, and limiting graft and corruption. His legislative
accomplishments mirrored his committee selection—foreign affairs. As a con-
gressman, Lowden was less than fully satisfied. Hutchinson notes, “For a man of
his nervous temperament, accustomed to prominent participation in important
civic and business projects, it was singularly frustrating to be only a junior con-
gressman, spending hours in committee meetings debating petty matters and
rarely ‘making the news’ except in its society columns.”40

Yet, Lowden’s political star continued to rise. In 1909, he was strongly con-
sidered as a senatorial candidate from Illinois, although not selected due to a
messy fractional fight.41 Efforts were undertaken to promote him for the presi-
dency and the speakership. When he became embroiled in a Republican effort to
curb the power of Speaker Joseph Cannon, Lowden balanced his progressive
leanings with the need to preserve party loyalty and the support of fellow
Illinoisian Cannon.

The strain and anxiety of political life took their toll. Lowden’s health
declined to the point that his doctor recommended resting for at least a year.
Thus, he decided against standing for re-election in 1910. His Republican suc-
cessor was elected, but the GOP lost control of the House of Representatives for
the first time in nearly 15 years. 

Farming at South Bend and Sinnissippi. Lowden returned to his farm
estate, Sinnissippi, to recover his health and look after his business interests. His
investments included a newspaper, mining operations, international agricultural
operations, large tracts in Idaho and Michigan, a 17,000-acre ranch in the
Panhandle of Texas, and several properties in Arkansas, including the 20,000-
acre South Bend plantation along the Arkansas River. Although he tended to be
very involved in their operations, few of his investments were profitable. 

Lowden took great interest in South Bend. He viewed it as an experiment in
diversifying southern agriculture and improving the lot of tenants through new
crops and crop rotation. Never satisfied with cotton alone, “he experimented
with rice, corn, wheat, cowpeas, timothy, red clover, alfalfa, and lespedeza.”42 He
also raised hogs and cattle there. Hutchinson reported, “By 1913, on this tract
lived 150 tenant families, comprising 250 adults and 204 children, and, in addi-
tion, 21 employees ranging from managers and assistant managers to house
servants.”43 The large plantation house was updated with modern conveniences
for Lowden’s spring and autumn visits. At his death in 1943, South Bend was
deeded to Farm Foundation.
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Sinnissippi,44 Lowden’s farm along the Rock River near Oregon, Illinois, held
his true affections. He ran it as a demonstration farm for such concepts as crop
rotation, fertilizer, cover crops, field drainage, the scientific method in research,
and bookkeeping. The bulls in his Shorthorn herd were “among the best of their
generation anywhere.”45 He also raised hogs, sheep, horses, goats and chickens. To
prove that Illinois farmers could plant and harvest timber and to demonstrate
that trees retard erosion, Lowden planted nearly 130,000 seedlings between
1902 and 1910. More than 70 percent were white pine with other conifers
making up the remainder. The operation was such a success by 1910 that he
increased the yearly planting to 50,000 seedlings, and eventually the plantings
covered one-third of his estate. 

Lowden firmly believed in the benefit of cutting-edge technology and reli-
able information. When he decided to enter the dairy business in 1913, he first
spent two months visiting farms in Europe. The next year he built a creamery,
purchased milking equipment, and assembled demonstration herds of Holsteins,
Guernseys, Jerseys and Milking Shorthorns. In 1917, judging the Holsteins to be
the most profitable, he sold the other breeds and joined the Holstein-Friesian
Association of America. By 1921, he was the organization’s president and served
in that capacity for nine years. 

One of Lowden’s greatest interests was tenancy. By 1917, about three-quar-
ters of his 4,400 acres at Sinnissippi was farmed by tenants. He developed three
different lease arrangements for his tenants depending on their resources and
preferences. Finding reliable tenants, though, proved to be difficult as the more
hardworking and forward thinking the tenants, the less likely they were to
remain tenants. Frequently, Lowden was left with contented tenants who gener-
ated little financial return.

Return to Public Life. Although he was satisfied to manage his farming
interests, the allure of the political arena slowly drew Lowden back into the fray.
He positioned himself as the Republican candidate for governor of Illinois, and
after a spirited campaign won a decisive election in 1916. Hutchinson relates:
“His majority was nearly 150,000 in a total of about 1,260,000 votes cast. He
carried seventy-nine counties, including Cook County, and thirteen out of
fifteen downstate congressional districts. Three out of four of the voters in his
own county and four out of five of those in its county seat marked their ballots
for him.”46

Governor Lowden immediately began efforts to reform the state govern-
ment. One of his first and probably greatest accomplishments was to streamline
the Civil Administrative Code—which combined more than 100 largely inde-
pendent boards and commissions—into nine government departments.
Although modified over the years, “...the imprint of Lowden’s work is still deep
and clear at Springfield.”47 He also supported women’s suffrage and pushed for a
revision of the Illinois Constitution in order to establish an income tax.
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World War I dominated Lowden’s tenure as governor. He oversaw thou-
sands of war-related tasks, from leading Liberty Bond campaigns and making
patriotic speeches to ensuring Illinois receive its fair share of government con-
tracts. The war increased racial tension in the state after thousands of African
Americans migrated to Illinois in search of jobs. Lowden dispatched the Illinois
National Guard to East St. Louis in 1917 and personally intervened in Chicago
in 1919 to put down race riots. His tenure was also known for passing a bond
issue to improve Illinois roads. 

Lowden’s accomplishments as governor have not been forgotten. A 2003
Chicago Sun-Times commentary ranked him second in its list of the 10 best gov-
ernors in the history of Illinois.48

As governor, Lowden patterned his pro-war speeches after Theodore
Roosevelt’s. Drawing on his 20 years of association, he met with the former
President in Oyster Bay, New York, in 1918, and hosted him in Springfield.
When Roosevelt died in 1919, the Bull Moose faction of the Republican Party
was left leaderless and Lowden attempted to assume that position. By the spring
of 1919, Lowden allowed his supporters to include his name in the growing list
of Republicans seeking the presidency. 

As the campaign intensified, General Leonard Wood emerged as the
Republican front-runner, with Lowden a distant second. Hiram Johnson of
California and Warren G. Harding of Ohio were the most notable contenders in
the remainder of the pack. Wood was a popular general who had commanded
the 1st Volunteer Cavalry, the “Rough Riders,” at Las Guasimas and San Juan Hill
in the Spanish American War. (Theodore Roosevelt, the former Assistant
Secretary of the Navy, had been second in command.) Wood had also served as
Chief of Staff of the Army. Hiram Johnson had served as governor of California
and as a U.S. senator. Warren Harding was a U.S. senator from Ohio. 

Throughout the campaign, Lowden trailed Wood in the East and Johnson in
the West. His hopes were that the convention delegates would be deadlocked
and he would win the nomination as the compromise candidate. As he surged
late in the primary campaign, there was optimism he might even win the nomi-
nation outright. 

The Republican National Convention met in Chicago in June 1920. In the
first ballot, Wood failed to receive the necessary 471 votes for the nomination. In
succeeding ballots, Lowden’s count rose until he was tied with Wood at around 310
votes each. After eight ballots, the convention was deadlocked. According to
legend, with Wood, Lowden and Johnson unable to capture enough delegates to
win the nomination, a group of senators and party leaders met in a suite of “smoke-
filled rooms” at Chicago’s Blackstone Hotel and selected Harding as an acceptable
compromise choice. Lowden agreed, and his delegates shifted. Harding, a personal
friend of Lowden’s, was selected on the 10th ballot. He went on to defeat Democrat
James Cox and become the 29th President of the United States in 1920. 



25

Legge and Lowden

After his defeat, Lowden fell into a slough of exhaustion and depression.
With the Illinois gubernatorial primary less than three months away, he
choose not to run again. He declined several posts offered to him in the
Harding administration. He completed his term as governor and returned to
Sinnissippi. 

Lowden’s return to agriculture coincided with the disastrous agricultural
depression of 1921. Previously, his interests in agriculture had been confined to
conservation, purebred livestock and promoting rural life. He believed rural
America’s greatest challenge was increasing productivity to meet a growing
urban population. He did not believe surplus production would be a recurring
problem. Consequently, when farm leaders encouraged him to become more
involved, he was reluctant, believing the crisis would quickly pass. 

While conditions were severe enough nationwide to garner his attention,
they soon struck at home. At his Arkansas plantation, South Bend, the losses
from 1920 to 1924 completely offset the profits from 1914 to 1920. The planta-
tion was profitable in only one year during the decade and suffered a calamitous
flood in 1927. At Sinnissippi, Lowden adjusted the lease arrangements so his
tenants could survive. From 1921 to 1923, his prized cattle were ravished by
tuberculosis, compounding his losses. The farm office building, along with
Lowden’s records and trophies, burned to the ground in 1924. 

From 1921 onwards, Lowden became a spokesman for the agricultural situ-
ation to a doubting urban and industrial nation. Hutchinson notes: “When corn
or cotton prices rallied, as in 1922 and 1924, he declined to cheer. It is a sorry sit-
uation, said he, when planters erect a statue to the boll weevil for keeping them
out of debt and when Kansas farmers give thanks to the Almighty because the
Iowa corn crop is far below normal in size. Something was desperately out of
kilter when the nation’s fundamental industry depended for its solvency, year
after year, upon the failure of many of its members. To make this lamentable
condition clear, he frequently spoke to groups of eastern newspapermen,
bankers, and manufacturers and published a half-dozen articles in magazines
with many urban subscribers.”49

At first he advocated no explicit solution, stressing that agriculture’s future
depended upon the support of its urban brethren. However, as he investigated
the problems further, he began to advocate marketing cooperatives to make
farmers’ bargaining powers more equal with buyers’. In October 1923, he helped
establish the Wheat Growers Advisory Committee. Its membership included
Clifford V. Gregory, Dan A. Wallace and Bernard Baruch, all of whom would
later be founding Trustees of Farm Foundation. Also invited was Alexander
Legge, who declined to attend but expressed his full support. The Wheat
Growers Advisory Committee developed a complicated scheme to pool crop
marketing, but after a failed campaign to win acceptance by the nation’s farmers,
the project was abandoned in October 1924.
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No matter how much he insisted otherwise, Lowden’s efforts to promote the
cause of agriculture were viewed skeptically as a political ploy. Furthermore,
although he claimed he was through with politics, opportunities were rife. He
was encouraged to run again for governor or the Senate. As scandals in the
Harding administration broke, friends encouraged him to run again for the pres-
idency. When President Harding died in August 1923, many looked to Lowden,
but he was reluctant to run again. 

Calvin Coolidge stepped into the presidency and indicated his willingness to
run in 1924. Fearing an electoral battle, he first offered Lowden an ambassador-
ship to Great Britain then asked him to be his running mate. Lowden firmly
declined the offers, but was nearly drafted at the convention anyway. He
explained his decision, “They denied me the Presidency in 1920. I will not take
it now if I have to get it by slowly walking behind the hearse of some other man.”50

Florence Lowden wrote in her diary, “Having turned down a governorship, sen-
atorship, a cabinet position, the ambassadorship to the Court of St. James, and
now the V.P., it would seem as if there was little left in the way of public office to
offer.”51

Lowden returned his attentions to encouraging cooperative marketing in
agriculture. As an enthusiastic supporter of the proposed McNary-Haugen
Farm Relief Bill, he began to be viewed as the farmers’ champion, striving to raise
the plight of agriculture above partisan bickering. He frequently spoke across the
country on agricultural issues and his input was consulted for agricultural policy
proposals. 

While he suggested otherwise, he did retain political ambitions. His chances
for the presidency were boosted again when Coolidge announced in 1927 that he
would not seek re-election. Once again, with his friends’ encouragement,
Lowden decided to run. He faced two strong candidates for the nomination,
Vice President Charles Dawes of Ohio and Secretary of Commerce Herbert
Hoover. After a modest campaign, Lowden accepted that Hoover would win on
the first ballot at the party convention in Kansas City. At the convention, he
tried but failed to insert an agricultural policy plank based on the McNary-
Haugen proposal. Lowden’s quest for the highest office in the land was over.
However, his efforts brought the agricultural situation into the campaign and
ultimately led to the creation of the Federal Farm Board.

After the election, he and Florence began to spend more time at Sinnissippi.
His interests continued to expand. In 1926 he joined the board of directors of the
American Country Life Association and became the organization’s president in
1929. He also became interested in social science research, interacting with
many political scientists and economists. 

His interest in agriculture continued as the Great Depression took hold and
agriculture’s condition deteriorated further. “Lowden had warned for years that
the eventual outcome of the agricultural distress would be a disaster involving
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everybody. Columnists and industrialists who had once scoffed at his prophecies
hailed him now as a leader of extraordinary foresight. They listened with unac-
customed respect when he declared that there would be no general economic
recovery until the American farmer had been lifted back upon his feet.”52 In
1930, he met with President Hoover at the White House and Alexander Legge
at the Federal Farm Board about the agricultural situation.

During the late 1920s and early 1930s, it could be argued that Frank
Lowden was one of the most prominent agricultural leaders in the United
States. It is not surprising, then, that he would be actively involved in the
founding of Farm Foundation and bequeath part of his legacy to that
endeavor.

Lowden Postscript. The last 10 years of Lowden’s life were spent in semi-
retirement. Although he never again ran for public office, he remained active in
politics. He initially supported the New Deal policies but, as the years advanced,
became an opponent. At an Alfred Landon campaign rally in 1936, he pro-
claimed, “You cannot maintain the morale of a people by making relief rolls
more attractive than pay rolls.”54 Although Roosevelt’s policies were not totally
effective, Lowden realized they were more successful than the Republican poli-
cies of the 1920s. He tried to steer his party toward that acknowledgment and to
develop strategies for Republican victory.

In 1937, Roosevelt’s efforts to modify the judiciary system incensed Lowden.
In the late 1930s, as the Nazi menace grew in Europe, his primary interest shifted
from agriculture to foreign affairs. As an isolationist, he feared Roosevelt would
try to involve the United States in a foreign war. Yet, after Pearl Harbor he wired
Roosevelt, “If you can use an infirm old man I tender you my services to the very
limit of my strength.”55

Lowden died at age 82 in Tucson, Arizona, on March 20, 1943. He served as
chairman of the Board of Trustees of Farm Foundation from 1933 to 1943.

One of the most insightful contemporary assessments of Frank Lowden is
his 1943 obituary in the Des Moines Register:

“The story of Frank Lowden is a saga of not just one generation but
two, of pioneering and of modern social and industrial problems, of the
best of conservatism and the best of progressivism. It is a strange story
in which a great leader of political forces sometimes declined high office,
sometimes was denied it because of his allegiance to high principle, but
all the while carried enormous “political weight” because of the respect
which his character commanded.

“The facets of this man’s interests and achievements seem almost to
be limitless. We dare say that even few who thought they knew him inti-
mately ever stopped to appraise the multitude of causes to which he
devoted time and energy and money. 
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“Of course here in the middle west, Governor Lowden was known
as an agricultural leader. Back in the early ‘20s he was a forceful advocate
of the “equalization fee,” of the McNary-Haugen bill, of scientific soil
and seed grain development, of blooded livestock raising, and so on. He
understood the basic social implications, as well as the economic, of agri-
cultural stability. This was a vital part of his philosophy about
maintaining a strong democracy.

“But among public administrators, Governor Lowden was known as
a progressive and practical reformer. He made Illinois’ antiquated
budget and administrative machinery into an efficient, modern system.
Subsequent savings brought about the lowest tax rate Illinois had
enjoyed for years. He modernized the state’s penal system in many ways.
He started the state’s hard-surfaced highway network. He started the
Great Lakes-Mississippi waterway system. He pressed for reform
throughout the old county system of government. And so on.

“In the professional world Mr. Lowden was known as a lawyer of
great talent. In the business world he was a head of numerous large cor-
porations. Yet as a member of Congress he had vigorously supported the
income tax principle, labor legislation, and the exposure of corporate
practices.

“In the field of education, where here in Hardin County, Iowa, he
got his professional “start,” Mr. Lowden was always a zealous advocate of
modernization. He taught law and served as a trustee on several univer-
sity boards.

“In politics, he was never stigmatized with a “small” act done for per-
sonal advantage. He declined a whole list of jobs, many of them
promising political advancement, because he was afraid his conscience
wouldn’t “fit.” But because he believed that the two-party system made
for the success of modern democracy, he was loyal to the Republican
party throughout his life, and spent his energy toward bringing it to a
constantly higher level of public responsibility.

“Few men so “big” intellectually and spiritually come along in an
ordinary lifetime. Few men who have achieved or accepted so little in
the way of political preferment touch as many common men with their
good influence as Frank Lowden has.

“We in Iowa may properly be proud that his formative years were
spent here among us, and that to this degree he “belonged” to us.”53
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Chapter 2

Events Leading to 
the Founding of

Farm Foundation
“I wonder if agricultural conditions might not have developed somewhat differently if
the Agricultural Foundation had been organized early in 1929 and had vigorously
gotten underway in its study of certain phases of the agricultural situation and in the
widespread publication of its findings?  I wonder whether the Congressional Act creat-
ing the Federal Farm Board might have been written differently?  I wonder whether the
actions of the Agricultural Foundation (always assuming that it would have done vital
work in an efficient manner) might not have proved a valuable aid to the Federal Farm
Board and might not have helped toward a better adjustment of the relationship of
agriculture to industry in the United States and brought about a different attitude on
the part of the agricultural leaders than exists now, and of Congress in the attention
which it will give to this matter in the near future?”1

—Magnus W. Alexander, National Industrial Conference Board, 1931

Although Farm Foundation acknowledges two principal founders,
Alexander Legge and Frank Lowden, dozens of individuals were
involved in its organization, including some of America’s most promi-

nent “A-list” citizens. The organizers were brought together by mutual
agreement on the need for an organization such as Farm Foundation, yet dis-
agreed on what activities it should undertake. They grappled with difficult
questions for seven long years. The formation of Farm Foundation was not easy,
and unfortunately, would come to fruition in some of the most difficult times the
U.S. economy and agriculture had faced. 

It is not known who first proposed the idea of a private foundation devoted
to agriculture. In 1920, there were only 54 foundations2 established in the United
States, mainly to promote urban and social concerns. Although the number of
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foundations would more than triple by 1930, until the establishment of Farm
Foundation, there were no private agencies dealing specifically with agricultural
or rural matters. The Foundation was conceived as a response to the agricultural
conditions of the 1920s. 

Murray R. Benedict’s book, Farm Policies of the United States 1790-1950,3

notes that the decade before the U.S. entry into World War I was a prosperous
period for U.S. agriculture. Land values and the number of farms had steadily
increased. Surplus agricultural production was exported to Europe. Government
intervention in the agricultural sector was minimal. Two of the major con-
cerns—the need for an agricultural extension service and the lack of agricultural
credit—were addressed, respectively, with the passage of the Smith-Lever
Agricultural Extension Act in 1914 and the establishment of the Federal Land
Bank System in 1916.

During World War I, Great Britain was heavily dependent on food
imports, and France lost control of much of its food producing area. They
looked to the United States for greater agricultural imports. As demand
increased, prices rose rapidly. The Chicago wheat price increased to $3.40 in
May 1917 from $1.06 in June 1916.4 While the United States enacted policies
to increase agricultural production, the short period of actual U.S. participa-
tion in the war (April 1917 to November 1918) and several poor crop years
meant that most of the increased U.S. supply was from conservation efforts
and more efficient distribution. During the war, production was hampered by
several factors, such as a shortage of seed corn, labor shortages and adverse
weather. Net farm income, which ranged between $3.4 billion and $4.6 billion
during the prosperous period 1910 to 1916, soared to between $8.3 and $9.1
billion from 1917 to 1919.5

In the immediate postwar period, U.S. agriculture found itself supremely
overconfident. Factors such as increased mechanization, better weather and a
government-sponsored expansion of county agents meant that, by 1920, agricul-
tural production would reach record levels. According to the 1920 report of the
Secretary of Agriculture: 

“The farmers of America have again justified the faith of the Nation
in their ability to meet its requirements of food, feed, and raw materials
for clothing. They have produced this year, in the face of enormous dif-
ficulties, the largest harvest in the history of American agriculture, with
a single exception. The combined yield of the 10 principal crops is 13
percent above the average for the five years preceding the outbreak of
the World War.

“The corn crop of 3,199,000,000 bushels is unprecedented, repre-
senting more than four-fifths of the world’s production. The
sweet-potato crop of 106,000,000 bushels is the largest ever produced
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and far in excess of that of any other year except 1919. The rice crop of
52,000,000 bushels is one-fourth greater than the largest crop ever
before harvested. The tobacco crop of 1,476,000,000 pounds consider-
ably exceeds any previous yield. The sugar-beet crop is more than
one-third larger than the largest ever before recorded. The grain
sorghum crop of 149,000,000 bushels is 18 per cent above that of 1919,
which was itself a record crop. The potato crop of 421,000,000 bushels
has been exceeded only once, and then by a very narrow margin. The oat
crop of 1,333,000,000 bushels has been exceeded only three times, and
the tame hay crop of 88,000,000 tons only twice. The apple crop of
236,000,000 bushels has been exceeded only once, in 1914. The yields of
wheat, barley, buckwheat, peaches, peanuts, edible dried beans, flaxseed,
and cotton are slightly below the average, but they, nevertheless, repre-
sent an enormous volume in the aggregate. The number of all classes of
livestock on farms, although less than the number in 1919, exceeds by
18,214,000 the average for the five years preceding the outbreak of the
European war.”6

Besides producing record agricultural surpluses, another factor worsened an
already serious problem for U.S. agriculture. Until World War I, the United
States had been a debtor nation to the war powers, able to export more than it
imported without disturbing the trade balance. After the war, the United States
became the world’s largest creditor nation. In order for the United States to
export at the same level it had before the war, it would have to provide credit or
assume more imports. The United States did neither, and U.S. farm prices
dropped precipitously. By 1920, the United States had entered a severe agricul-
tural depression. 

As the crisis intensified, the federal government began to look at a legislative
solution. The McNary-Haugen Farm Relief Bill achieved the most prominence.
After being considered four times, it was finally passed in 1927 and then vetoed
by President Coolidge. It was passed a second time in 1928 and vetoed again.
The McNary-Haugen bill proposed that the federal government increase agri-
cultural prices by buying up surpluses at a fair price level, disposing of them
overseas at a loss, and recovering that loss through a fee assessed against farmers.
Coolidge based his vetoes on his belief that the legislation would perpetuate,
rather than solve, the core agricultural problem of overproduction.

Business Men’s Commission on Agriculture Report. During the 1920s,
many studies were undertaken to understand and propose remedies for the farm
problem. Farm Foundation can trace its lineage to the conclusions of one of
them, the 1927 report of the Business Men’s Commission on Agriculture.7 The
Commission was a joint project of the National Industrial Conference Board and
the Chamber of Commerce of the United States. Over a four-month period, the
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Commission conducted hearings in New York, Chicago, Minneapolis, Des
Moines, Memphis, Kansas City, Dallas, Atlanta, Greenville and Washington,
D.C., and invited the participation of farmers, businessmen, bankers and econo-
mists. The 273-page report summarized the agricultural situation at the time
and offered suggestions for improving the conditions of the farm sector. 

One of the suggestions was to establish “an agency which is entirely inde-
pendent of the Federal government, the state governments and of all business
interests of a regional or local character...Such an organization, which might
be called the ‘National Agricultural Foundation,’ should be the agency for a
variety of activities which for one reason or another cannot well be under-
taken by the Federal government or by organizations of farmers, and which
are directed toward the promotion of agriculture as part of the national
economy.”8

The National Industrial Conference Board, under the leadership of Magnus
W. Alexander, took measures to organize the foundation. In 1931, Alexander
related: 

“As you may recall, I interested Ex-Governor Frank O. Lowden, Mr.
Owen D. Young, and others in the idea and it seemed as if progress was
at hand. It was then November of 1928 and Mr. Hoover had just been
elected President of the United States. Since he had expressed a definite
intention to deal comprehensively with the agricultural problem, my
advisors suggested that he would have an opportunity of counseling
delay, if he so desired, until after he had submitted an agricultural relief
plan to the Congress and to the public. Accordingly, Hon. Charles
Nagel, Chairman of the Business Men’s Commission, wrote Mr. Hoover
who had meanwhile left for a South-American trip. Soon after his
return, however, Mr. Hoover replied by stating that he had referred the
matter to Mr. Hyde who was to be the Secretary of Agriculture; and Mr.
Hyde requested a copy of the Business Men’s Commission report for his
perusal. There the matter rested.”9

Although it failed to attract the attention of the Hoover administration, the
idea of a national agricultural foundation intrigued Alexander Legge. He began
discussing his ideas with others. Dan A. Wallace, editor of The Farmer, recalled
in 1943:

“For a number of years, Mr. Legge had been wanting to render a
service to agriculture, with which his life long interests had been con-
nected. He hoped that other men similarly situated and interested
would wish to join him in setting up some endowed institution that
could serve the farmer, the farm family and the farm enterprise. 
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“To that end, Mr. Legge had been working with the Chicago
University in setting up a Farm Foundation. However, he was reluctant
in turning it over to an education group because he wanted the
Foundation to be very practical in its service. On this point, he seemed
to fear the theories of the educators. He wanted to make the farmer
more prosperous because he held that if the farmer made sufficient
income, he would automatically improve his social status. It was at
about this stage in his thinking that I first talked with him about the
Foundation idea.”10

Legge formulated his ideas and instructed William S. Elliott (see box page
34), general counsel for International Harvester, to develop a legal constitution
for an Agricultural Service Foundation. A seven-page draft of the proposed plan
was prepared in 1928, and listed the objective of the foundation as “... the
improvement of the economic and social conditions and general welfare of that
part of the population of the United States of America which derives its main
support from agriculture, using this word in its broad sense to include stock
raising, dairying, and other farm activities, as well as cultivation of the soil.”11 The
document offered few specifics, mainly focusing on the legal organization of the
proposed foundation. 

In 1929, Legge asked George N. Peek,12 a former Deere & Company and
Moline Plow Company executive, to comment on the foundation plan. In his
nine-page reply, Peek observed: “As I understand it, your thought is not so much
to create a new agency for scientific research, as to set in motion a new force
which is closer to the farmer and more alert to practical problems than are exist-
ing institutions and which is more concerned with the application of best
principles than with academic investigation. The Foundation, for the most part,

Dan A. Wallace 
Organizer, Farm Foundation Board Member 1933-1940

Dan Wallace was a member of one of the 20th century’s most notable agricultural fami-

lies. His father was Henry “Uncle Henry” Wallace (1836-1916), founder and editor of the

influential weekly Iowa farm magazine, Wallaces’ Farmer. His brother Henry C. Wallace

(1866-1924) served as U.S. Secretary of Agriculture from 1921-1924. His nephew Henry A.

Wallace (1888-1965) founded Pioneer Hi-Bred in 1926, served as Secretary of Agriculture

from 1933-1940, Vice President from 1941-1944, and Secretary of Commerce from 1945-

1946. Both Henry C. Wallace and Henry A. Wallace served as editors of Wallaces’ Farmer.

Dan Wallace served the Webb Publishing Company in St. Paul, Minnesota, as direct-

ing editor of The Farmer, 1905-1935, and The Farmer’s Wife, 1919-1935. He chaired the

1931 organization committee, coordinated the 1933 organizational meeting, and was

an original member of Farm Foundation’s Board of Trustees, serving from 1933 to 1940.
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would seek to hasten the general adoption and application of the fruits of
research by others, rather than to undertake original and independent research
of its own.”13

He went on to describe seven areas in which he believed the foundation
could make a difference to agriculture: production, marketing and distribution,
land policies, taxation, standard of living, other national policies affecting agri-
culture, and uses for farm by-products. Furthermore, he listed 16 individuals
with expertise in these areas, one of whom was Frank Lowden.

Legge wrote to Lowden on July 11, 1929, enclosing his rough draft of the
plan and Peek’s letter:

“I think our mutual friend, Mr. George N. Peek, has talked to you
about a dream that I have been indulging in for some time past, and that
is the forming of some kind of a business organization that might be
helpful in the big problem of agriculture. The underlying thought was
that there were many things that a business organization, if a live insti-
tution could be set up, would be able to do that probably cannot and
certainly will not be done by government or state operations. 

“I am not approaching you with a financial touch. I am confident
that if a workable organization is set up I will be able to go out and get
together enough money to give it a fair trial. I do feel very strongly that
the question of whether it is worth while or not depends far more on the
type of the organization or the kind of a set-up we get than it does upon
the financing of it.”14

Lowden replied the next day that he was “...tremendously interested in this
proposed undertaking.”15

With Legge’s time monopolized by chairing the Federal Farm Board, the
foundation matter rested somewhat. In early 1930, he had William Elliott incor-
porate suggestions and print a formal Constitution of the Agricultural Service
Foundation. The document amplified the purposes of the foundation:

William S. Elliott 
Organizer, Farm Foundation Board Member 1934-1951

William S. Elliott, general counsel of International Harvester (1924-1946), assisted

Alexander Legge in the organization of Farm Foundation and represented Legge in his

absence. Along with William J. Donovan, Elliott drew up the Farm Foundation Trust

Agreement. Elliott was the first secretary of Farm Foundation’s Board (1933-1942). He

was elected to succeed Bernard Baruch on the Board, serving from 1934 to 1951. Elliot

was chairman of the Executive Committee (1934-1944) and presided at the 1942 and

1943 Board meetings.
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“1. To conduct research and experimental work for the study of any social,
mechanical, physical or economic problem of importance to any sub-
stantial portion of the agricultural population of the country, including
problems of production, marketing and purchasing, the sound coordi-
nation of the agricultural with the industrial and mercantile life of the
country, living conditions and human, animal and plant diseases.

2. To finance any such research or experimental work conducted by
the staff of any university or college, or other institution, corpora-
tion or person calculated, in the judgment of the Board of Trustees,
to lead to useful results.

3. To disseminate education and useful information developed as a
result of any such study, research and experimentation, or otherwise,
in such manners to be of practical value to the farming population.”16

On receipt of a copy, Lowden replied: “I have tried to find flaws in it but
without success. It seems to me that you have covered the ground thoroughly
and have anticipated with great care new conditions that might arise. I am
tremendously impressed with the possibilities of this Foundation.”17

Legge wrote back: 

“I am meeting with some encouragement on this foundation matter,
and hope in the course of the next few months to make a start at it. In
doing so, I would like to include you as one of the organizers. This is not
a bid to try to get you to finance it. We would be glad to have you go
along with us on the financing in a modest way, leaving you to write
your own meal ticket in that respect. What I am interested in in your
case is to have you give the movement your blessing, and the most effec-
tive way to do this is for you to appear as one of its original organizers. I
trust it will be agreeable for you to do so.”18

Lowden’s reply two days later illustrates the effect economic conditions would
have on the project: “Just at present I am unable to help finance anything. What
ready funds I have are being rapidly depleted in helping friends to avoid bank-
ruptcy. Maybe later I shall feel solvent again. If, notwithstanding this, you wish me
to appear as one of the organizers, I shall be glad of course to have you do so.”19

Legge also approached Cyrus H. McCormick Jr. for support. In a letter to his
sister, Anita Blaine, McCormick noted: “Long ago Alex Legge told Harold
[McCormick] and me he was making a foundation in Washington for a board to
study the farmers’ interests continually, and gain such light on the subject that some
plan could finally be devised for practically helping the farmers…In the meantime
the Federal Farm Board was organized and Alex was called to be its chairman, and
they have been successfully battling with this most difficult subject.”20
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Understanding that Legge was not asking for financial support but only
gauging interest, McCormick wrote:

“...I find that while the plan legally is excellently set forth in the pam-
phlet which I am now enclosing to you, the practical part of the
organization has not yet been reached. So I have suggested to Will
Elliott that Alex [Legge] should select some practical man, not a
member of the Harvester Company and certainly not himself, to start
making a quiet canvass of investigation to find out who is ready to make
the start, by financial contribution and by personal service. And also
that Alex should indicate to someone the kind of men he would like to
have for founders and the type of men he would like to have as trustees.
Then if he could give me that information I would decide very soon how
much money I would like to put into the effort, for I have already told
Alex Legge that I wanted to join him in some way. As soon as I can get
that information I will pass it on to you and Harold and you can then
decide, each for yourself, what you want to do. I can say without hesita-
tion that I think it would be lovely and appropriate if we three (who are
all that are left of the McCormick clan who could take up a sympathetic
work of this kind with Alex Legge) could signify what financial and
what personal support we desire to give or can give.

“It would be only natural that if Alex is starting a movement of this
kind, all the outside world would like to know whether or not we, his
partners, are with him, or whether we are indifferent to the proposal.”21

McCormick continued, “I told Elliott that I would not be able to take any
official position which would require attendance of the meetings like a board of
trustees, but that I would be glad to lend my name in any way that could help,
and also to subscribe financially, and the amount that I thought of subscribing
(assuming that the money would not have to be paid immediately) was One
Hundred Thousand Dollars.”22

Mary Harriman Rumsey. While Alexander Legge worked on his founda-
tion idea, the worsening plight of agriculture and rural people attracted the
attention of Mary Harriman Rumsey (see box), daughter of railroad magnate
Edward H. Harriman. Her interest in “fostering ideal rural and urban commu-
nities and a sympathetic understanding between them”23 lead her to join the
American Country Life Association, of which Frank Lowden was president. 

In 1930, Rumsey organized an eight-month nationwide lecture tour for
George W. Russell of Ireland. An advocate of “rural civilization,” Russell “...fos-
tered the agricultural cooperative movement in his homeland as a means of
spiritual growth and a spur to nationalism.”24 Rumsey was greatly influenced by
Russell’s book, The National Being: Some Thoughts on an Irish Policy, and hoped the
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lecture tour would introduce his ideas to America.
Russell, a multi-faceted man better known outside agricultural circles, was

an accomplished artist, poet and writer who used the pseudonym Æ, and a self-
described “mystic.” His mysticism would probably be diagnosed as mental illness
today. It was said, “He lived in two worlds. In everyday life he was a practical
man, but behind it he lived in a land of elves and of the little people whose lan-
guage he understood and spoke. He did not create them by an act of will or
stimulated imagination; they were there to greet him and he opened his house
and heart to them.”25

Regardless, Russell’s poetic blending of economics and spiritualism
resounded with many people of wealth and influence in the United States and
inspired near-religious devotion to his ideas. Rumsey organized 66 prominent
citizens from across the country as the Committee of Welcome for George
Russell Æ Lecture Tour, many of whom would soon be involved in the formation
of Farm Foundation. At Frank Lowden’s invitation, Russell gave the principal
address at the October 1930 meeting of the American Country Life Association
in Madison, Wisconsin, beseeching his audience “...to get the reformers and fore-
seers in your country to think of building up a rural civilization, something
which the world has never yet seen.”26

A few months later, Rumsey called on members of the lecture tour commit-
tee and others interested in the agricultural situation to discuss the possibility of
establishing a “foundation for agricultural and community development.” The
meeting in New York City on December 9, 1930, was attended by: O.H. Benson,
Judge Richard Campbell, Frank Lowden, Julian Mason, George McDonald,
Frank E. Mullen, Phillip A. Parsons, Clarence Poe, Dan Wallace and John P.
Wallace. With Lowden presiding, the group discussed “how they might help to
build up a rural civilization which would make life more satisfying to the farmer,
both economically and culturally.”27 Dan Wallace spoke of his efforts to organize

Mary Harriman Rumsey 
Organizer, Farm Foundation Board member 1933-1934

Mary Harriman Rumsey was the daughter of railroad tycoon Edward Henry Harriman

and sister of Averell Harriman. Always socially conscious, in 1901, at age 19, she

founded the Junior League for Promotion of the Settlement Movement in New York

(now the Junior League). While her father had built an empire based on competition,
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credited with opening approximately 500 playgrounds in the city. She was greatly influ-

enced by The National Being: Some Thoughts on an Irish Policy by George Russell. “In that

book, I found my nebulous ideas put into practical form. Here was a man who believed

that it was not possible for a country to advance without cooperation and who

described how the best sort of community life could be built up through it.”53 She was

involved in organizing Farm Foundation and was a member of its first Board.
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an agricultural foundation utilizing the radio.28 The work of Legge was also men-
tioned. The conferees adopted a statement, “That we proceed at once to form a
temporary organization for the purpose of developing a permanent Foundation
and to elect officers.”29

Invitations to join a temporary organizational committee were extended to
Magnus Alexander, Bernard Baruch, J.C. Cullinan, Colonel William J. Donovan,
Mrs. John Greenway, Alexander Legge, Mrs. Medill McCormick, Eugene
Meyer, Dr. Henry Pritchett and Owen D. Young. The temporary officers
selected were: Dan Wallace, chairman; Julian Mason, vice chairman; George
McDonald, treasurer; and Mary Harriman Rumsey, secretary. MacDonald and
Rumsey jointly offered a contribution of $60,000 to be used by the future organ-
ization. 

The group met again on January 15, 1931, to discuss a charter, constitution
and bylaws. In attendance were Magnus Alexander, O.H. Benson, Judge Richard
Campbell, Colonel William Donovan, Julian Mason, Leland Olds and Mary
Harriman Rumsey. At this meeting, the group further defined their objectives
for the proposed foundation with a focus on George Russell’s philosophy. Judge
Campbell, who presided over the meeting, stated: “...It is important that Æ’s
central idea of establishing and promoting community and neighborhood groups
should be stressed in whatever policy is adopted. That the project to build up a
rural civilization should be a major consideration and that the charter should
provide, amongst other things, in concrete terms for a program that would call
for the gradual equalization, as far as may be, of economic and cultural advan-
tages between city and country.”30

Leland Olds, who had accompanied Russell on his tour, added:

“In defining the objectives for the proposed Foundation, what Æ has
said to people all over the country must be taken into account. His plan
called for the creation in villages and in rural communities, of little eco-
nomic republics through the adoption of the cooperative principle. He
has suggested following the lines of the Irish Cooperative Movement as
laid down by Sir Horace Plunkett...

“Sir Horace established the principle that through his own organi-
zations the farmer should be master in his own house. He felt that it
was necessary to change the mood of the farmer from one of individu-
alism to cooperative effort. The principle of cooperation should be
considered as a basis of local organization... Æ suggests that the most
successful way to go at this thing is to try it experimentally in a few
communities that can be interested, and that as the experiment suc-
ceeds in these communities others will be anxious to follow their
example, and the movement would grow normally not starting with
too big an undertaking.”31



39

Events of the Time

By early 1931, there were three separate groups advocating an agricultural
foundation. The first, led by Legge, espoused a foundation which would “...seek to
hasten the general adoption and application of the fruits of research by others,
rather than to undertake original and independent research of its own.”32

The second, led by Rumsey, championed the philosophy of George Russell
and consisted primarily of concerned New York socialites whose basic interest
was promoting “rural civilization” through cooperative community organization.

The third group, only loosely organized, included men who were much
closer to the problem, such as Lowden, Mullen, Poe and Wallace. Lowden served
as a bridge between the two other groups. Wallace and Mullen agreed with
Rumsey’s social concerns, but had additional ideas of their own. For instance, in
1929 they developed a prospectus for an agricultural foundation utilizing tech-
nology to reach rural America. “The first project contemplates the
establishment of a series of radio broadcasting programs over a period of five
years. The second project deals with the establishment of a National
Agricultural Foundation. Both the broadcast program and the Foundation idea
are proposed on the basis of promoting the educational and social welfare of
rural life.”33

Now, as chairman of the New York group’s organizing committee, Wallace
began working with other agricultural journalists to develop a prospectus for
Rumsey’s proposed foundation. He requested assistance from Edward M. Tuttle,
editor-in-chief of The Book of Rural Life, who developed an outline in late
December 1930 of the types of organization and services an agricultural founda-
tion could undertake.34 The report would also benefit from the work of Carroll
P. Streeter, Bess M. Rowe, Dr. John W. Holland, and Dillon P. Tierney. In his
prospectus, Wallace managed to bridge and expand the ideas of the Legge and
Rumsey camps.

By early 1931, the 29-page prospectus included sections on the present agri-
cultural situation, the need for a farm foundation, and possible foundation
activities. Proposed activities included: a program for community organization,
a rural health program, a program of rural education, a national program for
farm women, a program for rural churches, and a rural beautification program.
The report called attention to the worsening agricultural situation: 

“Last year, 1930, was probably the most disastrous year American
agriculture has ever known. The drought over a large section of the
country was the worst ever recorded in the annals of the United States
Weather Bureau. At the same time, prices of farm commodities
dropped to the lowest levels in a generation. The aggregate value of farm
crops in 1930 was nearly two and one-half billion dollars less than the
previous year, combined with a comparable reduction in the value of
livestock products. Add to these conditions a constantly diminishing
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level of land values and a 65-cent purchasing dollar, and the need of
some agency to foster and encourage the perpetuation of American
rural life becomes apparent.”35

It went on to state: “Following the New York conference the temporary
chairman [Wallace] called upon several high officials in the government service,
all of whom expressed great interest in this idea of a new and distinctive service
to rural civilization. Subsequent letters to various agricultural leaders through-
out the country have elicited a profoundly interested response to the same idea
and an urgent hope that such Foundation will be speedily established.”36

One letter, from Charles Nagel, was particularly encouraging:

“I am delighted to see that the suggestion for a foundation has
finally been seriously undertaken. As you know, that was the chief rec-
ommendation of the Agricultural Commission, of which I was
Chairman, and which made its report some years ago.

“I am familiar with Mr. Legge’s pamphlet, and take it that it follows
virtually the same lines. It is a great satisfaction to know that President
Hoover is in sympathy with the movement, particularly since at an
earlier stage I entertained some doubt as his attitude upon the subject.”37

Due to conflicting schedules, two follow-up meetings were planned for
Chicago on February 15, 1931, and Washington, D.C., on February 16, 1931.
Participants at the first meeting would take the train to Washington to meet
with Legge and other East Coast members who could not be present in Chicago.

The Chicago meeting took place at Frank Mullen’s office in the Merchandise
Mart. In attendance were Lowden, Clifford Gregory, Mullen, Poe, Tait Butler,
George Russell, Rumsey, Judge Richard Campbell, Dan Wallace, Henry A.
Wallace, John P. Wallace and William Elliott representing Alexander Legge. The
differences in philosophy between the Legge and Rumsey camps were evident. 

The meeting began with a discussion of the general goals of the foundation.
Dan Wallace recounted his discussions with Legge following the New York
meeting in December: “I talked with Mr. Legge, asking for his views about things
we discussed in New York, and asking if he would be willing to go on with some
further conferences.  He assured me of his very great interest in the whole idea,
because it was along the idea he had been working on for several years.”38

Speaking for Mary Harriman Rumsey, Richard Campbell was more con-
frontational. “Mrs. Rumsey asked me to bring to your attention today that her
interest primarily is community organization among the farmers...In a rather
vague way, Mrs. Rumsey’s idea is, to use her own formula, to equalize the
advantages as far as possible, between the cities and the country—to bring the
country to the city and the city to the country—and in that way build up a
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The “New York Group” and the Farm Press 

Many who attended early organizational meetings were acquainted to some degree

with Mary Harriman Rumsey or were members of the farm press:

Magnus Alexander was a New York engineer and economist. He organized the

National Industrial Conference Board in 1916 and served as its managing director/pres-

ident until his death in 1932. He attended the organizational meetings on January 15,

February 16, and April 25, 1931. 

O.H. Benson was head of Boys’ and Girls’ Club Work (4-H) for 33 northern, central

and southern states at USDA,1910-1920. He is credited with originating the 4-H clover

emblem and motto and the federal-state-county partnership under which 4-H is organ-

ized. He attended the organizational meetings on December 9-10, 1930, and January

15, February 16, and April 25, 1931.

Tait Butler was editor and assistant publisher of Progressive Farmer. He attended the

February 15, 1931, organizational meeting.   

Judge Richard Campbell was a New York attorney with the firm Gilbert, Campbell &

McCool and a former judge in the Court of First Instance (1908-1917). He attended

organizational meetings on December 9-10, 1930, and January 15, and April 25, 1931.

Colonel William J. Donovan was a Medal of Honor winner in World War I and an influ-

ential Wall Street lawyer. During World War II, he was promoted to the rank of general

and headed the Office of Strategic Services, precursor to the Central Intelligence

Agency. He attended the January 15, and April 25, 1931, organizational meetings. 

Julian Mason was managing editor of The New York Herald Tribune from 1922 to1926

and The New York Evening Post from 1926 to1933. Mason attended organizational meet-

ings on December 9-10, 1930, and January 15, and February 16, 1931. 

Charles Nagel, a St. Louis, Missouri, lawyer, was Secretary of Commerce and Labor

under President Taft (1909–1913). He founded the U.S. Chamber of Commerce and

chaired the Business Men’s Commission, which produced the 1927 report advocating

an agricultural foundation.

Leland Olds was secretary of the Committee of Welcome for George Russell Æ

Lecture Tour and accompanied Russell on his 1930-1931 tour. He would later become

chairman of the Federal Power Commission (1939-1949). He attended the January 15,

and February 16, 1931 organizational meetings and also represented Rumsey at the

July 21, 1933, Farm Foundation Board of Trustees meeting.

Phillip A. Parsons was a sociologist and dean at the University of Oregon. He

attended the December 9-10, 1930, organizational meeting.   

Henry A. Wallace was the son of Henry C. Wallace and grandson of Henry Wallace.

He was editor of Wallaces’ Farmer from 1921 to 1933. In 1923, he developed the first

commercial hybrid corn and in 1926, with two partners, founded Pioneer Hi-Bred. He

served as Franklin Roosevelt’s Secretary of Agriculture (1933-1940) and Vice President

of the United States (1941-1944), then was Secretary of Commerce (1945-1946). He was

the Progressive Party candidate for President in 1948. He attended the February 15,

1931, organizational meeting.

John P. Wallace was a brother of Dan Wallace, a son of Henry Wallace, and a co-

founder of Wallaces’ Farmer.  He attended the December 9-10, 1930, and February 15,

1931, organizational meetings.
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rural civilization, and that is what she is primarily interested in.”39 He implied
Rumsey would not be interested unless the foundation had a focus correspon-
ding to her views.

Elliott responded for the Legge camp:

“I think it is rather fundamental that we settle at the start this one
thing — the primary idea.... [Alexander Legge] felt it would be a mistake
to extend it beyond the rural field. That is a tremendous field in itself, and
while planning that, we are all working for Mrs. Rumsey’s idea of equaliz-
ing conditions in and out of the city. The fact is there are a great many
people giving money besides those who are going to give it to this founda-
tion, and if they are centering it by giving it to the city, she may have to
bring that equalization about by throwing hers into the country problem.

“Mr. Legge feels quite clear there. He also feels the foundation will
attract more money, because you can not attract people to turn over
money to you for the general good of the whole world. They want some-
thing specific. That is the way city foundations get their money; it is a
specific hospital, project, this or that or the other thing; but when you
cover improving the city and country life too, you have the whole life of
the country in one foundation.”40

The next item on the agenda was to “take up the proposed articles of incor-
poration which have been prepared by Mr. Donovan and Judge Campbell and
also outline the things that the agricultural representatives of the Committee
want done.”41 Elliott introduced the legal constitution he had developed for Legge
in 1930. While the Rumsey proposal advocated promoting the cooperative
organization of farmers and equalizing the advantages of urban and rural areas,
the Legge proposal focused on encouraging research. 

The group conferred to bridge their differences. Under Elliott’s direction,
five objectives were agreed on:

“1. To encourage and develop cooperative effort and community
organization and consciousness, as means for improving the eco-
nomic, social, educational and cultural conditions of rural life.

2. To stimulate and conduct research and experimental work for the
study of any economic, social, educational or scientific problem of
importance to any substantial portion of the rural population of the
country, including problems of production, marketing and purchas-
ing, and the sound coordination of the agricultural with the
industrial, financial and mercantile life of the country.

3. To encourage, aid or finance any research or experimental work
conducted by the staff of any university or college or other institu-



43

Events of the Time

tion, corporation or persons calculated, in the judgment of the
Board of Trustees, to lead to useful results.

4. To disseminate educational and useful information developed as a
result of any such study, research and experimentation, or other-
wise, in such manner as to be of practical value to the farming
population.

5. To promote and enlarge the intellectual and cultural interests and
opportunities of the rural population through community action.”42

The second, third and fourth objectives were modified from Legge’s 1930
Constitution of the Agricultural Service Foundation. The first and fifth objectives
promoted the ideas of the New York group, somewhat modifying what was orig-
inally a much stronger social and cultural focus. C.V. Gregory noted that the fifth
objective “...made no mention of promoting cultural opportunities in art, litera-
ture, music, etc.” Elliott responded, “I just had a little hesitation about putting art
in as a named object at this time; not that I am not for it in the beautification of
highways, but when the farmer is wanting bread and you give him art, you are
going to get a little satirical reaction...”43

After a sometimes tense meeting, the conferees traveled to Washington to
meet at Legge’s Federal Farm Board office. In attendance were Magnus
Alexander, O.H. Bensen, W.C. Lassetter (representing Clarence Poe), Legge,
Julian Mason, Mullen, Leland Olds, Rumsey and Dan Wallace. Lowden was
absent due to other commitments.

A few days later, Wallace wrote Lowden: “Mr. Mullen and I expected quite a
debate with Mrs. Rumsey on the question of devoting the work of the Foundation
entirely to rural affairs. We also expected some protest because of the strong
emphasis placed upon the economic rather than the social aspects of the rural
problem. To our surprise, both Mrs. Rumsey and the others present agreed
enthusiastically with all the conclusions reached at our meeting of last Sunday
[Chicago]. After all of the meetings that have been held and the discussions back
and forth, the New York group have apparently changed their viewpoint to a
marked degree. At the Washington meeting practically all of our discussion was
based on our report of the Chicago meeting. The report was accepted and
approved unanimously.”44 Wallace also stated that Legge, Alexander, and Henry
Robinson were “all thoroughly sold on the idea of a Foundation...All in all, it
would appear that the Foundation which we have discussed so frequently bids fair
to become an actuality within the next two months.”45

Wallace also confided his concerns: 

“There are one or two things about the procedure of this week that
give me some concern. I realize fully the importance of the economic
slant to the farm problem, but I do feel that we should not in any way



Farm Foundation

44

neglect the social and educational work which the Foundation might
undertake. It seems to me that the biggest work of the Foundation is to
sell the idea of a new social order to the American people: the idea of
complete organization coupled with abundant cultural opportunities in
rural districts. In selling this idea the Foundation would have two splen-
did avenues of approach, through the farm press and the radio. I was
rather disturbed in the discussions of this week which centered largely
around research and economic investigations. The discussion centered
around these themes probably because both Mr. Alexander and Mr.
Legge have been so absorbed in these very questions during recent years.
This is quite proper, but I sincerely hope that the social and educational
problems will not be neglected.”46

On April 25, 1931, the executive and legal committees met. Judge Richard
Campbell, William Donovan and William Elliott completed A Constituent
Agreement Creating The American Farm Foundation,47 which, along with a revised
prospectus, was to be distributed to prospective donors. Some members appar-
ently thought the organizers’ work was done. Elliott thought otherwise:

“As I see it, this Executive Committee cannot be discharged and the
biggest job that we have is between the signing of the Trust Agreement
and this time. There isn’t anywhere near the amount of money in sight
today which the Foundation ought to have when it is organized. It will
be a flop if it comes out with all of these tremendous purposes, what it
thinks it can do with the farmers, and there is just a little bit of money
in sight.

“It seems to me that we have gotten through only the first stages
when we agree that there ought to be a Foundation, and when we agree
on its purpose and organization. The big job now is ahead for this com-
mittee. They should take hold of the prospectus in a persuasive way for
the one purpose of getting money.”48

The organizers began working to secure other donors. In May 1931, Rumsey
wrote: “Now is the time when every one must make the greatest effort to secure
more Founders and more members of prominence for the Organization
Committee. It was suggested that each member of the organization group should
approach prospective donors armed with the Prospectus and Trust
Agreement.”49 This effort, though, generated little success.

The slow progress clearly irked Legge. He wrote Lowden on July 24, 1931: “I
assume that you have at last received from Mrs. Rumsey the revised edition of
the prospectus on the American Farm Foundation. Just why Mr. Mason should
have spent four months in the revising of this dope is hard for me to understand,
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but anyhow that is what has happened. We are now in position to go ahead with
the organization and the soliciting of support.”50 Lowden replied: “...this is the
most difficult time I have ever seen for approaching men for subscriptions. I
would not know myself to whom to go under the circumstances...Of course, per-
sonally I shall make a small subscription to the Foundation—just how small I
have not yet determined. The most important part of my correspondence these
days is receiving notices of reduced or omitted dividends or defaulted interest,
and I fear the worst is yet to come. And so I prefer waiting a little while before
deciding upon just what I can do.”51

Having resigned from the Federal Farm Board, Legge’s time was once again
occupied by International Harvester. With business conditions deteriorating, it
was a terrible time to solicit financial support. The near futility was echoed by
Magnus Alexander in a letter to Dan Wallace in December 1931: “As you may
recall, I had some misgivings that so big a project as is planned by your group
could be put under way quickly, when some of those who are to take a leading
part are so tremendously occupied with their own business problems, created or
intensified by the prevailing economic depression.”52

Legge took personal action to move the project along. On October 12, 1931,
he created a trust containing securities and cash valued at more than $400,000
with himself, Addis E. McKinstry, George A. Ranney, William M. Gale and
William Elliott as trustees. The trust agreement provided for the transfer of the
trust fund to a foundation to be created for the general welfare of the rural pop-
ulation of the United States. Legge also prepared his will to include a $500,000
bequest to the foundation at his death.

The optimism the founders felt in February 1931—that the project was near
completion—had long passed. As 1932 waned, little progress had been made,
and economic conditions were worse than the 1920-21 depression. Yet, condi-
tions in agriculture would get even worse before they got better.
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Chapter 3

Creating Farm
Foundation

“We have perused the printed trust agreement, but the five objectives therein named are
necessarily so general in scope that there is little clue to the plan which the founders have
in mind.  For example, is it at all likely that the Foundation will set up anything in the
way of a new or independent program of work or is it more likely that it will make pos-
sible by financial support the undertaking of additional projects by existing agencies,
such as the Agricultural Extension Service, Farm Bureau, 4-H Club movement, etc.”1

—C.E. Woodward, Northwest Farm Equipment Journal, 1934

As 1932 drew to a close, Farm Foundation was in no greater financial
position than it had been when it was founded in 1930. Instead of pro-
viding greater resources, the New York group’s activities had been a

three-year detour with no obvious accomplishment. The no-nonsense, prag-
matic Legge must have been skeptical of the group’s notions of “rural civilization.”
His social awkwardness and practicality made him much more comfortable with
farmers and businessmen than with New York socialites and Irish mystics.

By the end of 1932, Legge believed it was time to formally organize the
Foundation. He wrote Lowden on December 22, 1932, “I think the situation has
cleared sufficiently so that we should be getting a start on that Agricultural
Foundation matter.”2 William Elliott and Dan Wallace then contacted promi-
nent citizens soliciting their support and inviting them to join in incorporating
the Foundation. Although general economic conditions had improved, Wallace
noted in his invitation to George MacDonald: “Mr. Legge feels that we should go
ahead with a formal incorporation of the Foundation at this time, even though
it may be necessary to proceed in a modest way, rather than along the ambitious
lines we first contemplated. Accordingly, he has secured the promise of a com-
paratively small group of gentlemen who will be asked to take definite action at
this time, if, in their opinion, such action appears to be desirable.”3 To C.C.
Webber he said, “...the original funds turned over to the Foundation are more
limited than were first proposed.”4
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Wallace also stressed the urgency of launching the foundation in “...a time
when the entire nation is in a state of bewilderment over the puzzling problems
of our times.”5 He told Frank E. Mullen of NBC: “Confidentially, some of the
most important business men of the country are very much concerned at this
time about the social unrest in the country. They have a right to be concerned,
and they want to do something about it. I think we can show them one way to
do some good.”6

Executing the Trust Agreement. A February 10, 1933, meeting was called
“... to bring together a number of persons who have indicated a willingness to be
contributors and others considered as trustees, with the idea of agreeing on a
final organization and executing a trust agreement which will create the
Foundation.”7 Attending were: Ralph Budd, Chicago; William S. Elliott,
Chicago; Clifford B. Gregory, Chicago; Alexander Legge, Chicago; Frank O.
Lowden, Oregon, Illinois; Cyrus H. McCormick, Chicago; George MacDonald,
New York; Frank E. Mullen, Chicago; Henry M. Robinson, Los Angeles; Arch
W. Shaw, Chicago; John Stuart, Chicago; Charles C. Teague, Los Angeles; Melvin
A. Traylor, Chicago; and Dan A. Wallace, St. Paul.

Those invited, but unable to attend included: Bernard Baruch, New York;
Burridge Butler, Chicago; Edward N. Hurley, Chicago; Harold McCormick,
Chicago; Charles Nagel, St. Louis; Arthur R. Rogers, St. Paul; Mary Harriman
Rumsey, New York; Charles C. Webber, St. Paul; Robert E. Wood, Chicago; and
Owen D. Young, New York.8

At this meeting, the founders appointed an organization committee consist-
ing of Lowden, Wood, Stuart, Wallace and Legge. The organization committee
had three tasks:

1. Complete the membership of the 21-person Board of Trustees.
2. Designate terms of office of all members of the Board.
3. Call the initial meeting of the Board.

The organization committee selected Lowden as chairman of the Board. Of
those present at the meeting, “at large” positions were allocated to Gregory,
Legge, MacDonald and Stuart. Lowden and Teague were appointed as “farmer
members.” Robert Wood was appointed “merchant member,” Traylor as “finance
member,” Budd as “transportation member,” Wallace as “farm press member,” and
Mullen as “radio member.” Baruch, Clarence Poe and Rumsey were assigned the
three remaining “at large” positions. Young was selected as a “manufacturer”
member in absentia. Only Legge, Lowden, MacDonald, Mullen, Poe, Rumsey
and Wallace had been involved in any prior meetings. Both Poe and Rumsey
were absent.

Over the next four months, the committee completed the Board with three
additional farmer members—Roy Johnson of Casselton, North Dakota, W.E.
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Riegel of Tolono, Illinois, and R.E. Lambert of Darlington, Alabama—and three
university members—Chris L. Christensen of the University of Wisconsin, A.R.
Mann of Cornell University, and F.D. Farrell of Kansas State College of
Agriculture.9

The committee also fixed and assigned terms of office for all 21 Trustees:

• Serving until the annual meeting of the Board in 1934: Bernard Baruch,
John Stuart, Charles Teague, W.E. Riegel and Robert Wood.

• Serving until the annual meeting of the Board in 1935: Alexander Legge,
Frank Lowden, Roy Johnson and Dan Wallace.

• Serving until the annual meeting of the Board in 1936: George MacDonald,
Clifford Gregory, R.E. Lambert and F.D. Farrell.

• With terms until the annual meeting of the Board in 1937 were: Melvin
Traylor, Owen Young, Frank Mullen and Chris Christensen.

• Serving until the annual meeting of the Board in 1938 were: Clarence Poe,
Mary Harriman Rumsey, Ralph Budd and A.R. Mann.

Specifics of the Trust Agreement. Article I of the Farm Foundation Trust
Agreement states its objectives:

“Recognizing the importance to the national welfare of improving
and at all times maintaining healthy and satisfying conditions of life for
the farming and rural population of the country with adequate eco-
nomic returns and social, educational and cultural advantages, a
continuing foundation, to be known as the FARM FOUNDATION, is
hereby created. The purpose of the Foundation is to administer all
funds and property now or hereafter contributed by the Founders or
others and to use and devote the same and the income thereof to the
general welfare of the rural population of the United States of America
in such ways as the Board of Trustees may from time to time determine.
As an amplification of said purposes and without in any way limiting
the same or the discretion of the Board of Trustees, it is contemplated
that said funds may be expended,
1. To encourage and develop co-operative effort and community

organization and consciousness as means for improving the
economic, social, educational and cultural conditions of rural
life. 

2. To stimulate and conduct research and experimental work for
the study of any economic, social, educational or scientific
problem of importance to any substantial portion of the rural
population of the country, including problems of production,
marketing and purchasing, and the sound coordination of the
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agricultural with the industrial, financial and mercantile life of
the country. 

3. To encourage, aid or finance any university, institution, corpo-
ration or persons in the conduct of any such research or
experimental work. 

4. To disseminate educational and useful information developed
as a result of any such study, research and experimentation, or
otherwise, in such manner as to be of practical value to the
farming population. 

5. To promote and enlarge the intellectual and cultural interests and
opportunities of the rural population through community action.”10

The Trust Agreement called for a Board of Trustees of not fewer than 21
members, which would designate a trust company to manage all funds and secu-
rities. The First National Bank of Chicago was chosen as Corporate Trustee. The
agreement also stated:

“For the purpose of insuring sound and effective management based
upon broad information and consideration of all viewpoints, seven of the
said Trustees shall be chosen at large and fourteen shall be chosen on
account of their special experience in different fields of activity and as
representing the viewpoints of persons engaged in such fields respec-
tively, as follows: Five members experienced in and representing farming,
one member experienced in and representing finance, one member expe-
rienced in and representing manufacture, one member experienced in
and representing merchandising, one member experienced in and repre-
senting transportation, one member experienced in and representing the
farm press, one member experienced in and representing radio as a
means of education. Three members from the executive, teaching, exper-
imental or extension staffs of three Land Grant universities or state
universities maintaining agricultural departments.”11

The remainder of the Trust Agreement dealt with election of Trustees,
meetings, approval and supervision of investments, expenditures and accounts.
It authorized the Board to elect not more than seven additional Trustees, and to
accept additional contributions either for general or specific purposes within or
consistent with the general objectives of the Foundation. Foundation projects
were to be financed out of income; after February 10, 1938, and with a vote of
three-fourths of the Board, a portion of the principal funds not exceeding five
percent in any one year was to be used.

Reactions. The establishment of Farm Foundation was kept a near secret.
“No announcement of the Farm Foundation was made at the time that it was
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formed in February 1933. It was Mr. Legge’s idea that the first and most impor-
tant task was to bring together a substantial sum of money. He talked about a
sum between five and ten million dollars.”12

Most of the New York group offered only lukewarm support. Only George
MacDonald had been present at the founders’ meeting. However, Mary
Harriman Rumsey, who had been absent due to her son’s illness, wrote Wallace:
“Since writing this I talked with Mr. Legge. I am more enthusiastic than ever. He
said the ‘objects’ drawn up in New York were adhered to. I am so glad.”13 Wallace
replied: “In looking over the Trust Agreement you will note that all of our orig-
inal ideas are included. The Board of Trustees is given authority to undertake
almost any useful service to agriculture. This service will be directed at the social
as well as the economic problems of agriculture.”14 It was hoped Rumsey’s enthu-
siasm would bring in additional donations. 

George MacDonald was another key fundraising target. Legge instructed
Wallace: “With business breaking as hard as it is, it is going to be tough sledding
for us to get financial support. I am satisfied that [MacDonald] is one of the sub-
scribers that can come across with something worthwhile and I am wondering
what his reaction was when you saw him. Please do all you can to follow this up,
and also others who should come along and help in the movement. Where finan-
cial conditions are such that they cannot see their way clear to subscribe very
heavily at present try to get them to come along for a small amount. It is always
possible for them to increase their subscription later when they feel better able
to do so.”15

Any momentum the founders may have had was quickly overwhelmed by
events. Farm Foundation’s establishment coincided with one of the most trying
economic periods in U.S. history. When President Roosevelt assumed office in
March 1933 “a quarter of the nation’s work force was jobless. A quarter million
families had defaulted on their mortgages the previous year. During the winter
of 1932 and 1933, 1.2 million Americans were homeless. About 9,000 banks,
holding the savings of 27 million families, had failed since 1929—1,456 in 1932
alone. Farm foreclosures were averaging 20,000 a month.”16

Roosevelt called for a “New Deal.” For the wealthy, it meant an unprece-
dented and massive redistribution of wealth. Clearly, if Depression conditions
had not already deterred potential Farm Foundation donors, Roosevelt’s plans
did. Fifteen major bills were drafted to address economic and social conditions.
The Agricultural Adjustment Act (AAA) of 1933 was signed on May 12 to help
agriculture cope with the economic and social strain it faced as part of the overall
economic crisis. Against this backdrop, the founders set the first meeting of the
Farm Foundation Board of Trustees for July 21.

First Board of Trustees Meeting. Farm Foundation’s first Board of Trustees
meeting took place at the Palmer House Hotel in Chicago. The Board accom-
plished three objectives: selected a chairman (Frank Lowden) and secretary
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(William Elliott); completed the Board membership and set terms of office; and
approved bylaws. The bylaws included a provision for the hiring of a managing
director. The meeting concluded with an informal discussion on the direction of
Farm Foundation.  

Death of Alexander Legge. Legge spent the morning of Saturday, December
2, 1933, at his office in the International Harvester Building in downtown
Chicago. As part of Roosevelt’s New Deal, businesses were being organized
under the National Recovery Administration (NRA) fair trade codes drawn up
by trade associations and industries. Legge was working on the codes for the agri-
cultural machinery industry.

Legge was visited that morning by his friend, Arch Shaw, and Shaw’s son.
They expected to spend only a few minutes with Legge. Shaw recounted: “He
said he was tired, and lay back in his big chair and put his feet on the table. He
kept talking about the NRA and how much he had to do and how tired he was.
No matter what the momentary subject of conversation was, it always wound up
with the NRA and the codes, as though the pressure of that problem rested
heavily on him. We were there an hour and a half, and had to be rather insistent
when we left. It seemed as though he didn’t want us to leave—as though he
wanted someone there with him.”17

That evening, Legge drove out to his Hinsdale, Illinois, home. The next
morning, he visited his farm. He started setting out some lilacs in the garden. At
ten o’clock he felt so ill he asked his close friend and the company’s chief medical
officer, Dr. James A. Britton, to come out at once. His symptoms rapidly grew
more alarming and he was taken to his home in Hinsdale and a neighborhood
doctor was called. At 11:15 a.m., before either of the physicians had arrived, Alex
Legge died at age 67. His cause of death was a blood clot near the heart.18

In this will, Alexander Legge left Farm Foundation $500,000, making his
total contribution more than $900,000. In terms of financial support and effort,
most of the credit for establishing Farm Foundation must go to Legge. As
founding Board member Chris Christensen noted, “While several people
worked closely with Mr. Legge in this development, it was Mr. Legge’s persist-
ence, vision and desire to bring about the Farm Foundation which led to its final
creation.”19

With the abrupt passing of Legge, the full reigns of leadership of the
Foundation passed to Frank Lowden, who remarked: “I do not know when I
have been so shocked as I was when I heard of Mr. Legge’s death. I had luncheon
with him only the Wednesday before and of course, we talked of nothing but the
Foundation. That was nearer his heart than anything else.”20 Lowden now began
efforts to publicize the Foundation. A press release was issued on December 6,
1933, describing the formation of the Foundation and the ultimate intention of
securing additional donors. News of the new Foundation was reported widely.
Coming at the height of the Great Depression, the publicity generated scores of
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requests for assistance from individuals and organizations across the country.
Lowden’s standard reply was:

“It was Mr. Legge’s intention, if he had lived, to attempt to secure
other substantial contributions to the Foundation before any definite
program was adopted. He felt that there were other people of wealth in
the country who could be interested in this project. Those of us who are
charged with the responsibility of carrying on the work of the
Foundation are of the opinion that our first duty is to attempt to do
what he would have done if he had lived; namely interest others in con-
tributing to the endowment of the Foundation. Indeed, until we know
in a general way the probable income of the Foundation, it will be
impossible to form a program intelligently. For whatever program is
adopted must, of course, depend upon the income of the Foundation.
Therefore, in accordance with what we believe would have been Mr.
Legge’s wishes, we shall postpone the consideration of a program until
we know what our probable income will be.”21

Many others assumed the Foundation would create jobs and hire staff. Chris
Christensen reported: “I am having a great number of inquiries both through
mail and personal call from individuals interested in securing employment with
the Farm Foundation. In each case, I am telling them that their inquiries are pre-
mature as the newly created Farm Foundation has not as yet been placed on an
operational basis.”22

Farm Foundation’s executive committee met on April 27, 1934. In atten-
dance were Frank Lowden, Ralph Budd and Chris Christensen. Also present
were Trustees John Stuart, Robert Wood, Frank Mullen and C.V. Gregory. In
this time of uncertainty, the committee reached four decisions:

“1. That it as not advisable at this time to determine upon any imme-
diate field of work;

2. That, consequently, the type of Director needed could not be well
determined at this time and the selection of a permanent Director
should be postponed;

3. That a substantial increase in the endowment would be necessary
if the Foundation is to become an effective force, and that such
increase should be possible if the matter were properly presented
to other possible contributors; that is, persons of means interested
in the improvement of farm life;”

4. That Charles L. Burlingham, favorably known to a number of the
Trustees, should be employed for a period of two months to assist in
presenting the Foundation project to prospective donors.”23
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Charles Burlingham was hired for two months at a salary of $500 a
month. 

Second Meeting of the Board. The second meeting of Farm Foundation’s
Board of Trustees was June 22, 1934, at the Chicago Club. The minutes note the
value of the trust at $635,000, including the market value of the portfolio and
cash on hand. In honor of Alexander Legge, the Board adopted the following
resolution: 

“At this meeting of the Board of Trustees of the Farm Foundation,
being the first session held since the death on December 3, 1933, of Mr.
Alexander Legge, we desire to record our reverent tribute of respect to
the memory of this good and great man who meant so much to the
Farm Foundation, and to whom the Foundation meant still more. In
advancing the idea and need of a Farm Foundation, Mr. Legge was a
leader and his generous personal contributions to the endowment have
made a reality the first permanent and privately endowed institution for
improving the conditions of farm and rural life in America. It was
intended by him to be the practical and broadly useful expression not
only of his own life-long sympathetic interest in the welfare of our
farmers, but of the sympathies and desires of others who shared his
views regarding all those who till the soil.

“The sudden death of Mr. Legge soon after the establishment of the
Farm Foundation leaves to us as his fellow Trustees an added responsi-
bility toward this undertaking. It will be our task and our best tribute to
our friend and fellow worker to build for the Foundation over a period
of years a record of real service and accomplishment.”24

The Board also passed a resolution noting the death of Melvin Traylor on
February 14, 1934. To fill the two vacancies, Bernard Baruch (whose term had
expired at this meeting) was re-elected to fill Legge’s term, and Arch Shaw was
elected to fill Traylor’s. 

Charles Burlingham gave a report about canvassing business leaders in
Chicago and Detroit who were, without exception, interested in Farm

Charles L. Burlingham 
Farm Foundation Assistant Secretary, 1934

Farm Foundation’s first employee, Charles L. Burlingham, received an undergraduate

degree from Iowa State College and a master’s degree in dairying from the University

of Missouri. He came to Farm Foundation after a career with USDA, the dairy industry

and publishing organizations.
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Foundation, willing to contribute, but also “desirous of delaying contributions.”
They “want to know what work is to be undertaken before they consider making
funds available.”25

Since his research indicated that defining a program of work was necessary
for soliciting funds, Burlingham identified five programming areas of general
interest to those surveyed: land utilization, investigating market structure in
agriculture, cooperative marketing in agriculture, coordinating agricultural
research, and supporting the betterment of rural life. He recommended the
Foundation begin work right away to “preserve the enthusiasm and inspiration”
which had brought it into being. “The Foundation’s first work might be to study
what is now being done, whether present activities can be coordinated to advan-
tage, what new work may wisely be undertaken and what forces can be brought
together in giving Agriculture the best use of the present available equipment
and personnel.”26 He suggested organizing a two-day conference of leaders from
USDA, colleges and universities, state departments of agriculture and producer
organizations to assist in developing a plan of action. Burlingham also proposed
Farm Foundation study land tenure and sponsor country life clubs and commu-
nity cooperatives. The Board minutes noted:

“It was generally agreed that it was inadvisable at this time to direct
any special efforts towards increasing the Foundation endowment and
that presentation of the matter to individuals or companies who might
be expected to be sympathetic could better be postponed until financial
conditions become more certain. The view was also expressed by a
number of Trustees that it would be easier to obtain support from time
to time after the Foundation had entered upon or carried through some
definite projects. It was recognized, however, that if the Foundation is to
fill the place envisioned by its Founders, it will have to build up its
endowment over a period of years, increasing its funds as it broadens its
work; and while no endowment campaign is now undertaken, it was
understood that this did not preclude any Trustee from presenting the
Foundation project to any prospective donor if and when the opportu-
nity may seem favorable. 

“It was the prevailing opinion that the Foundation would not be jus-
tified at this time in employing a permanent Director or setting up an
office and organization to carry on any work, first, because of the
present limited income and, second, because it was not clear at the
present time in what field the Foundation could best employ its
resources. It was pointed out by several Trustees that the Foundation
was a permanent institution, that it was not so important that it spend
its income at once as that it proceed on a course which would lead to the
greatest usefulness over a period of years, and that in view of the greatly
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expanded activities of the Federal Government and present economic
conditions, it was not clear what would be the most appropriate and
useful field for the Foundation activities.”27

The Board passed two resolutions. The first was to sponsor a series of edu-
cational NBC radio broadcasts on conservation. The second directed Chris
Christensen and the executive committee to study the matter of Foundation
activities.

Misgivings and Economic Necessity. For a variety of reasons, some early
proponents of the Farm Foundation concept were less supportive after its forma-
tion. For instance, “Although Mrs. Ramsey consented to be a trustee, her
enthusiasm waned after the Washington meeting [February 16, 1931]. During
the few remaining years of her life she never again prominently associated herself
with the project.”28 She died in an equestrian accident December 19, 1934.

George MacDonald, the only other member of the New York group to serve
as a Trustee, attended only the organizational meeting and three of five Board
meetings during his term. Although Rumsey and MacDonald had jointly pledged
$60,000 to the project in 1930, Dan Wallace learned later from Farm Foundation
Managing Director Henry C. Taylor “…that there is no record of funds turned over
by the New York group to the Foundation. At least the Trust Company so reports.
On that point, I could not be informed just as I do not know how much cash was
turned in by the other Founders. I do know that most of the endowment fund
came from Mr. Legge and the McCormicks. I also know that Mrs. Rumsey and
Mr. MacDonald were apparently quite willing to turn over considerable funds to
the cause if they approved of the final set-up and the conduct of the Foundation.”29

Some of the first Board members were too involved in their own affairs to
give much attention to the Foundation.  Taylor later said: “Of the first Board,
there were four who did not serve. They simply allowed Legge to use their names
in starting. [Charles C.] Teague was nasty about it. [He] was in the East and left
Chicago for California the day before the meeting then knocked what others did.
I would ignore him. As for [Bernard] Baruch and Owen D. Young, they simply
never participated in any activity.”30 Others were discouraged by the economic
conditions of the time. Chris Christensen noted in 1935: “The uncertainties
which have surrounded the economic situation in the United States the past two
years of course have not been favorable for the securing of contributions, and
consequently we have made little progress in this direction, although there [are]
a number of good prospects.”31

The change in Cyrus McCormick’s support is a striking illustration. In July,
1931, his secretary, F.A. Steuert, wrote: “...Cyrus McCormick told me that he had
an idea of giving $100,000 to Mr. Legge’s foundation and he hoped that his
brother Harold and Mrs. Blaine would do the same; that he would like to con-
sider the advisability of giving Harvester Preferred stock—that Mr. Legge thinks
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that would be the best security they could give and it would be better than cash.”32

In April, 1933, Steuert wrote: “In talking with Mr. Judson F. Stone over the tele-
phone this morning in regard to Mr. Legge’s ‘Farm Foundation’, he expressed a
desire to talk with Mr. McCormick before he committed himself on the question
of his contribution toward the endowment. Mr. Stone is thinking about
common instead of preferred stock.”33 Cyrus and Harold McCormick each trans-
ferred 1,000 shares of Harvester common stock to Farm Foundation on May 5,
1933. In the end, the book value of Cyrus McCormick’s donation was
$13,782.53,34 but as a reflection of prevailing economic conditions, it was one of
the few substantial early donations Farm Foundation would receive beyond the
Legge bequest. 

After seven years of effort, despite the loss of its principal founder and the
advent of the Great Depression, Farm Foundation was organized and prepar-
ing to initiate projects and programs “...devoted to the general welfare of the
farming population of the United States and improvement of the conditions of
rural life.”45 The difficult question remained. What type of programming
should it be?

*  * *  *

Farm Foundation’s First Board Members. Many of Farm Foundation’s first
Trustees were notable captains of industry, philanthropists and luminaries.
Besides Legge, Lowden, Rumsey and Wallace, the roster included:  
• Bernard M. Baruch, a self-made millionaire and legendary stock trader, was

an economic advisor to American Presidents for 20 years. He was a member
of the Board from 1933 to 1938. 

• Ralph Budd, as president of the Great Northern Railroad until 1932,
oversaw many epic construction projects in the Northwest, including the
7.79-mile Cascade tunnel. In 1934, as president of the Burlington Railroad,
he developed the famed “Zephyr,” with a top speed of 112.5 miles per hour.
He is considered a pioneer in the development of the diesel-electric locomo-
tive. He served on Farm Foundation’s Board from 1933 to 1949, and as
chairman from 1947 to 1949.

• Chris L. Christensen was the executive secretary to the Federal Farm Board
under Legge. He served as dean of the College of Agriculture at the
University of Wisconsin from 1931 to 1944, and also as director of the uni-
versity’s agricultural experiment station and its state extension service. He
left the university for a career with the Celotex Corporation. Christensen
served on the Board from 1933 to 1964, as chairman of the executive com-
mittee from 1944 to 1953, and as chairman of the Board in 1944.

• F.D. (Dave) Farrell was president of Kansas State University from 1925 to
1943, and a member of the faculty until his retirement in 1953. “In those
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pre-World War II days, Kansas State was admired as one of the half dozen
most distinguished of this remarkable breed of learning centers and its pre-
siding officer, Dr. Farrell, was hailed as a recognized national leader of the
[Land Grant] system.”35 He served Farm Foundation’s Board from 1933 to
1954. 

• Clifford V. Gregory was the longtime editor of Prairie Farmer, the leading
farm publication in Illinois and Indiana. He initiated the Prairie Farmer
Protective Union and the Master Farmer Program in 1925, the nation’s
oldest award program for farmers. Gregory served on Farm Foundation’s
Board from 1933 to 1941.

• Roy Johnson was the farmer member representing the Northwest. A former
county agent, he was once Speaker of the North Dakota House of
Representatives and a candidate for lieutenant governor.36 Johnson served
on the North Dakota Board of Higher Education for sixteen years. He
received the Master Farmer award from the Association of Standard Farm
Papers in 1927. Johnson served on Farm Foundation’s Board from 1933 to
1940 and from 1949 to 1959.

• Robert E. Lambert of Darlington, Alabama, was the farmer Trustee repre-
senting the South. His business, R.E. Lambert & Sons, grew seed, bred
livestock and did general farming. He was awarded the Master Farmer
award by Alabama Polytechnic Institute (Auburn University) in 1927. He
was a member of Farm Foundation’s Board from 1933 to 1941.

• George MacDonald was a New York construction and utilities magnate
“...instrumental in developing the public utilities of Long Island, becoming a
pioneer in the introduction of gas. He organized the Nassau & Suffolk
Lighting Company, the Long Beach Gas Company and the Public Service
Corporation of Long Island …”37 He served on the boards of many banks,
corporations, charitable and religious organizations, and was a member of
Farm Foundation’s Board from 1933 to 1941.

• Albert R. Mann’s career at Cornell University included positions as assis-
tant professor of dairy industry, secretary-editor-registrar, professor of rural
social organization, and director of the experiment station. He served as
dean of the College of Agriculture from 1916 to 1931, dean of the College of
Human Ecology from 1925 to 1931, and as Cornell’s first provost from 1932
to 1937. “The Albert R. Mann Library is now internationally renowned for
its collections, its preservation program, and its information technology
developments.”38 He served on Farm Foundation’s Board from 1933 to 1947. 

• Frank E. Mullen was a pioneering farm broadcaster. He started the
“National Farm and Home Hour” and later served as NBC’s vice president
and general manager. He served on the Board from 1933 to 1942. 

• Clarence Poe was a North Carolina editor and publisher of The Progressive
Farmer. He started as an editorial helper and within two years was made
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editor. Three years later, he purchased the magazine, which had 1.4 million
subscribers. Poe received numerous awards and honors for his service to
North Carolina and the South. He was a member of the Farm Foundation
Board from 1933 to 1943. 

• William E. Riegel of Tolono, Illinois, was the farmer member representing
the Corn Belt. He managed the A.P. Meharry Farm in Champaign County.
Meharry and Reigel were pioneers of the U.S. soybean industry. Riegel
served on Farm Foundation’s Board from 1933 to 1943.  

• Arch W. Shaw was the founder of Shaw-Walker Business Machines. He is
credited with designing the modern filing cabinet and using basic concepts
of standardization and elimination of waste to increase efficiency in business
and industry. He started the magazine which became Business Week and was
instrumental in founding the Harvard Graduate School of Business. Shaw
served on the Board from 1934 to 1944.

• John Stuart became president of Quaker Oats in 1922. “By the time he
ascended to the board chairmanship in 1942, he had taken the company into
such collateral lines as pet foods, chemicals, and ready-mixed pancake
flours…the company would climb to a gross of $277 million on 200 different
products by 1956, when he retired as chairman and chief executive officer.”39

He served on Farm Foundation’s Board from 1933 to 1954, and as chairman
from 1949 to 1954.

• Charles C. Teague was a Santa Paula, California, fruit grower and business-
man. He was president of the Limoneira Company from 1917 to 1947, and
president of Teague-Kevett Company from 1908 to his death in 1950. He
was chairman of Sunkist and founded many organizations including
Diamond Walnut. Teague was a member of Farm Foundation’s Board from
1933 to 1938.

• Melvin A. Traylor became president of the First Union Trust and Savings
Bank in 1928; by 1931, this was Chicago’s largest bank. He received serious
consideration as a Democratic presidential candidate in 1932. He was a
member of the Board of Trustees from 1933 until his death in 1934.

• Robert E. Wood served as the Army’s quartermaster general during World
War I. He was president of Sears from 1929 to 1939 and its chairman from
1939 to 1954. “Almost single-handedly, Robert E. Wood transformed the
way Americans did their shopping and built Sears Roebuck into a merchan-
dising giant. In the early 1930s, Wood’s innovations made Sears the leading
catalog mail order supplier for American homes.”40 He was a member of the
Board of Trustees from 1933 to 1954.

• Owen D. Young was a New York lawyer, businessman and public official. In
1919, he organized and chaired the board of the Radio Corporation of
America (RCA) and helped establish America’s commercial lead in the bur-
geoning radio technology. He became chairman of the board of General
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Electric in 1922 and helped found the National Broadcasting Company
(NBC) in the mid 1920s. Forced by the federal courts to choose between GE
or RCA, he chose GE (1933). Teamed with Gerald Swope as president, he
directed GE in making progress in public and labor relations while focusing
on manufacturing electrical equipment, particularly consumer goods.41 As a
diplomat, he worked on reparations issues with Germany in the 1920s. He
was voted Time magazine’s “Man of the Year” for 1929. Young was a member
of Farm Foundation’s Board from 1933 to 1937.

*  * *  *

Farm Foundation’s Sponsors. In a 1945 history of Farm Foundation,42 the fol-
lowing individuals were identified, along with William Elliott and Arch Shaw, as
taking part in the formation of Farm Foundation, either as members of the
organizing group or through financial support:
• William L. Clayton served for many years as president of Anderson,

Clayton and Company, a Texas-based cotton trading company. He was the
first U.S. Under Secretary of State for Economic Affairs, during the Franklin
D. Roosevelt administration. In 1963, when Clayton was in his eighties,
President Kennedy asked him to work on the national export expansion
program and nuclear test ban treaty.43

• Paul A. Draper of Canton, Massachusetts, was a partner in Draper Brothers
Company, a textile mill, and owned half interest in the Stockton Wool
Company. He was a member of the Alexander Legge Memorial Committee.

• Arthur M. Hyde served as governor of Missouri, 1921-1925, and as
Secretary of Agriculture under President Herbert Hoover, 1929-1933.

• Cyrus H. McCormick, Jr. was president of the McCormick Harvesting
Machine Company after his father’s death in 1884 until the 1902 merger
forming International Harvester. He was president of Harvester until 1918,
when his brother Harold assumed the position. He was chairman of the
board of Harvester from 1918 to 1935. 

• Harold F. McCormick helped to spearhead the 1902 merger with Deering
Harvester Company; Warder, Bushnell, Glessner and Company; the
Milwaukee Harvester Company; and the Plano Harvester Company to
form the International Harvester Corporation. He served as the company’s
vice president until 1918, president from 1918 to 1922, chairman of the
executive committee from 1922 to 1935, and finally chairman of the board
of directors from 1935 until his death in 1941.44

• Samuel R. McKelvie was a long-time public servant in Nebraska who
served two terms as governor from 1919 to 1923. After retiring from office,
he published The Nebraska Farmer. McKelvie declined appointment as
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Secretary of Agriculture in the Hoover administration, but later served on
the Federal Farm Board. McKelvie was a Farm Foundation sponsor in 1933.
He served as chairman of the Alexander Legge Memorial Committee and as
a member of the Board of Trustees from 1941 to 1951.

• Henry M. Robinson was a California lawyer and financier. He served four
U.S. Presidents in various boards and missions, but declined offers from
President Wilson to be Secretary of the Interior and from Presidents
Harding and Hoover to become Secretary of the Treasury. Besides law, his
business interests included newspapers, banking and manufacturing.  
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Chapter 4

Hiring Henry C. Taylor
“Henry C. Taylor (1873-1969) was the dean of agricultural economists worldwide;
probably no other person influenced the shape of the agricultural economics profession
as much as he did.”1

—Kenneth H. Parsons, professor emeritus, University of Wisconsin-Madison

In Farm Foundation’s formative years, its leaders faced a dilemma. It was
nearly impossible to find additional funding without a program and it was
difficult to develop a program without additional funding. Since the Board

believed additional funding was paramount for the long-term viability of the
Foundation, they sought programming advice from a wide variety of sources.
The challenge was compounded because staff would have to be hired to imple-
ment the program. This was a critical decision, with literally every discipline in
the fields of agriculture and conservation under consideration. This decision
would set the character of Farm Foundation to this day. 

After the second Board meeting, Charles Burlingham issued three addi-
tional reports to Farm Foundation. In the first, he described 45 files he had
developed concerning activities of institutions and individuals conducting agri-
cultural work. He also sought the opinions of many prominent individuals for
Farm Foundation activities: 

• Secretary of Agriculture Henry A. Wallace recommended “promotion of
community co-operatives with special consideration to the human aspects.”2

• M.L. Wilson, assistant secretary of agriculture, and H.R. Tolley, USDA
planning section chief, suggested “adoption of a land use program broad
enough to cover the whole field but attacking one carefully defined project
at a time.”3

• William Meyer, governor of the Farm Credit Administration believed Farm
Foundation should, “(1) conduct educational work on cooperation and (2)
establish a uniform auditing and cost accounting system for cooperatives.”4

• George Peek, special advisor to the President on foreign trade and Mary
Harriman Rumsey, chairman of the Consumers’ Advisory Board of the
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National Recovery Administration, proposed Farm Foundation “foster the
movements already under way in cooperative selling, cooperative buying,
and cooperative credit unions.”5

• C.W. Warburton, director of Extension Work, USDA, and his assistant, C.B.
Smith, recommended Farm Foundation “set up an organization for rural
youth from 15 to 25 years of age.”6

Burlingham developed two additional reports to expand the recommenda-
tions. The first, on the cooperation recommendations, sought to expand beyond
cooperative marketing of crops to “community cooperation” and “cooperative
buying.” Burlingham reported that Wallace, Peek and Rumsey suggested this
area and the idea paralleled George Russell’s “rural civilization.”

The report noted that the Farm Credit Act of 1933 provided loans for coop-
erative buying, but the ramifications of this had not been adequately studied.
Cooperative buying had been permitted in Illinois since 1927, and its advantages
were discussed. “The largest success in farm living will be attained only when the
commercial advantages gained through group effort are made the avenue by
which better things, more needed even than increased income, are brought into
farm homes,” Burlingham wrote. “It is desired that the program shall be based on
thoroughly practical, economic, cooperative enterprise but also that the goal
sought is community consciousness that just as the greatest financial success is
reached through joint effort, so are the finer relationships of community life
gained by a pooling of resources.”7 The report suggested Farm Foundation assist
the cooperative movement and help develop community cooperatives to “give to
America a new richness of rural life.”

Burlingham’s second report advocated soil conservation as a program focus.
“The Trustees of the Farm Foundation recognize that Land Use is the most fun-
damental piece of work in which the Foundation can direct its attention. A
number of Trustees have already taken cognizance of this matter in their own
work. Dean Chris L. Christensen has the most advanced state program which
has been put underway. Frank Mullen has been actively at work on it, particu-
larly the conservation features, and has made the Foundation sponsor for a
well-organized series of radio presentations of the activities of various conserva-
tion agencies.”8 Burlingham proposed Farm Foundation coordinate and publicize
the work already being done.

By the summer of 1934, 15 men had indicated interest in the post of direc-
tor, including Charles Burlingham. Most candidates were university deans,
department chairmen, or USDA bureau chiefs. Christensen and Lowden were
not overly impressed with the candidates and began to investigate alternatives.

Prior to the third Board of Trustees meeting in June 1935, Edwin G. Nourse
of the Brookings Institute and Aldo Leopold of the University of Wisconsin were
approached to develop proposals for Farm Foundation activities. Nourse’s report
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recommended Farm Foundation “...become a center of leadership and coordi-
nated agency in helping rural America face the questions: (1) Just what
conditions of living do we farmers have today? (2) What, precisely, are the stan-
dards of living which we cherish or conditions which we should like to see
brought about for rural American life? (3) What are the impediments in social
consciousness, economic institutions and practices, or legal structures which are
keeping us from attaining these standards? (4) How can these impediments be
removed or lessened?”9 He suggested rural health, rural education, rural commu-
nications, and rural policing and safety regulations as program subject areas to be
considered.

Leopold’s report began: “It seems necessary to plant in the public mind a
new concept of agriculture. The public must see the farmer not only as a food
grower who competes with other industries for his share of the national income,
but also as the custodian of a public interest, for the safekeeping of which he has
given bond, and the public has signed as his surety. The public must realize that
for every farm wrecked by destructive land use, a farmer is evicted and foisted
upon industry, and a tax-payer accepts the obligation sooner or later to pay for
the public purchase, repair or administration of the wreckage.”10 Leopold offered
two possible projects, the first a study of conservation economics. He asked, “Is

Edwin G. Nourse and Aldo Leopold

The Farm Foundation Board could not have chosen better consultants than Edwin G.

Nourse and Aldo Leopold. 

Nourse was one of the country’s first agricultural economists. In 1924, he joined the

Institute for Economics in Washington, D.C., later to become the Brookings Institute.

According to Progressive Farmer, “When the farm economy weakened in the 1920s,

Nourse became a vocal proponent of co-ops, although he warned they would not

‘make everyone prosperous all the time.’ His analysis of farm economics was realistic

and often flew in the face of conventional wisdom. He had little faith in the govern-

ment’s ability to solve farm problems, believing farmers needed to look toward

exports.”20 Nourse later served as the first chairman of the Council of Economic Advisers

from 1946 to 1949.

After nearly 20 years with the U.S. Forest Service, Aldo Leopold became a professor

of game management in the agricultural economics department at the University of

Wisconsin. Progressive Farmer reported: “Long before ecology was recognized as a dis-

cipline, Aldo Leopold became an ecologist. He also was a naturalist, a conservationist

and a forester, a professor, a philosopher, and a writer.”21 A founder of the Wilderness

Society, Leopold is best known for his collection of essays, A Sand County Almanac. The

Leopold Center for Sustainable Agriculture at Iowa State University was named in his

honor.

Nourse and Leopold were selected by Progressive Farmer as two of agriculture’s most

influential leaders of the 20th Century.
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it cheaper for the public to prevent destructive land use than to cure it ex post
facto?”11 No work on this topic had been done at this point. Leopold’s second pro-
posal dealt with educating extension service personnel in conservation
procedures.

William Elliott presented a third proposal, which had been offered by Guy
Noble, national director of the 4-H Clubs. It called for Farm Foundation to sponsor
a 4-H soil saving prize12 in which club members would receive awards for the best
conservation work done during the year. Alexander Legge had been very active with
the 4-H movement and many of the Trustees believed that, until a course of work
was decided on, this would be an appropriate vehicle for sponsorship.

Ultimately, the Nourse, Leopold and Noble proposals were deferred due to
“...a rather unexpected decision to employ a permanent Director of the
Foundation next November, and the feeling of the Board that it would be inap-
propriate to determine a program of activities in advance of consideration by the
Director.”13 One candidate already held broad support: 

“There was a general agreement that if the Farm Foundation was to
become an effective organization for the purposes for which created, it
should have a full time director of capability and recognized standing. It
was also agreed that the securing of a satisfactory director should prop-
erly precede the determination of the field or activities to which the
Foundation could best devote its efforts. Governor Lowden and Dean
Christensen spoke of Dr. Henry C. Taylor as a man well qualified for the
position and this opinion was confirmed by a number of the other
Trustees who knew Dr. Taylor. Governor Lowden and Dean
Christensen were requested to take the matter up with Dr. Taylor and
ascertain whether he would be interested, and the Executive Committee
was authorized to close an arrangement for the appointment of Dr.
Taylor as Director if it should develop that he was available upon a
mutually agreeable basis. If Dr. Taylor should not be available, the
Executive Committee was requested to consider other possibilities and
make further suggestions.”14

Career of Henry C. Taylor.15 Henry Charles Taylor was born to a farming
family in Van Buren County, Iowa, in 1873. He studied at Drake University in
Des Moines, Iowa, for two years, then at Iowa State College, where he graduated
in 1896. He entered graduate study at the University of Wisconsin with the goal
of a career as a farmer and politician. However, he found the study of economics
much more interesting than he expected and decided to become a professional
economist.

Taylor studied for two years in Germany, Switzerland and Great Britain as
part of his Ph.D. program, collecting data for his thesis on tenancy, The Decline
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of Land Owning Farmers in England after 1815. After receiving his Ph.D. in 1901,
he joined the University of Wisconsin’s economics faculty. In 1909, Taylor
moved to the College of Agriculture and established the first Department of
Agricultural Economics in the United States. He persuaded Benjamin
Hibbard, a long-time friend, to leave Iowa State College where he was head of
the Department of Economics, and become the second professor in the new
department in 1913. The Wisconsin department flourished, attracting gradu-
ate students in substantial numbers and producing knowledge useful to
farmers.

In 1919, Taylor accepted an offer to move to Washington, D.C., to develop
agricultural economics within the USDA. The opportunity to consolidate
USDA’s scattered economics work into the Bureau of Agricultural Economics
(BAE) appealed to him, even though it meant a considerable cut in salary. He
reported directly to the Secretary of Agriculture. Under Taylor’s leadership, BAE
became a premier economic research and service organization, as well as the
largest economic agency in the federal government and one of the most influen-
tial agencies in USDA. The new agency covered many areas of work that would
be carried out in the future by such USDA agencies as the Economic Research
Service, National Agricultural Statistics Service, Agricultural Cooperative
Service, Foreign Agricultural Service and Agricultural Marketing Service. 

Herbert Hoover was appointed Secretary of Commerce in 1921 and quickly
proposed a program which set the stage for clashes between USDA and the
Department of Commerce over which agency was to have primary responsibil-
ity for securing agricultural data and information worldwide. Secretary of
Agriculture Henry C. Wallace supported Taylor’s position that USDA should
have the lead, and it became a contentious issue between Hoover and Wallace.
When Wallace died unexpectedly in 1924, Taylor lost his staunchest supporter.
Howard M. Gore, interim Secretary of Agriculture, did not involve himself in
the controversy.

W.M. Jardine was appointed Secretary of Agriculture by President Coolidge
in March 1925. One of the conditions of Jardine’s appointment was that he
replace Henry Taylor. Jardine offered to find Taylor a position in government of
equal stature to the BAE and pleaded with him to resign. However, Taylor
simply ignored the request and continued his work. Finally, while he was out of
town, Taylor received a note from Secretary Jardine that his appointment was
terminated as of August 15, 1925.

Embittered by his experiences in Washington, Taylor joined the Land
Economics Research Institute at Northwestern University. He then accepted the
directorship of a Country Life Commission for Vermont in 1927 and oversaw a
comprehensive survey of rural Vermont from 1928 to 1931. He also served on a
committee reviewing the work of missionaries on rural problems in Japan,
Korea, China and India. In 1933, President Roosevelt appointed him United



Farm Foundation

68

States member of the Permanent Committee of the International Institute of
Agriculture in Rome. 

The Decision to Hire Taylor. On May 2, 1935, when Governor Lowden was
in Germany, he telephoned Taylor in Rome about Farm Foundation’s interest. In
his response written two days later, Taylor expressed interest in the position: “I
have read the statement of objectives of the Foundation and find myself in com-
plete harmony with the objectives stated in the Trust agreement creating the
Farm Foundation.”16

After the Board approved Taylor’s hiring, Christensen wrote Taylor: “... your
selection as Director of the Farm Foundation received the unanimous approval of
the Board of Trustees. Governor Lowden gave each member of the Trustees an
opportunity to express himself personally before the vote was taken and those
individual expressions were all heartily favorable and in the case of several men
who knew you personally they were enthusiastic.”17

Taylor accepted Farm Foundation’s offer and returned to the United States.
He met Lowden at the Pullman summer estate in Alexandria Bay, New York,
where “Mrs. Lowden recorded that [Taylor] and her husband talked without
letup for two days…They had known each other for several years, but this
marathon conversation deepened their friendship and convinced Lowden of the
wisdom of Farm Foundation’s choice.”18

Taylor became managing director effective November 1, 1935. An undated
press release noted: “Governor Lowden, speaking for the Board, said ‘We con-
sider ourselves fortunate in securing the services of Dr. Taylor…Dr. Taylor seems
exceptionally qualified to head this work as his whole life has been spent in activ-
ities for improving farm life and his accomplishments and influence have been
widely recognized.’”19

The appointment of Taylor as managing director came after much study,
discussion and debate over the program direction of Farm Foundation. The
choice represented a decisive rejection of more narrow subject matter such as
conservation, youth programs and cooperatives, in favor of a broader economics
and policy-based agenda.
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Chapter 5

The Taylor Years
“Farm Foundation’s program is designed to improve conditions of country life and the
general welfare of the rural population of the United States.  Especial attention is being
given to the tenure of farm land, the problems of rural youth, and to national policies
affecting agriculture and rural people.  The Foundation is not a research institution; it
hopes to take a hand at the point where research leaves off and stimulate the appropri-
ate action.”1

—Henry C. Taylor, Managing Director, Farm Foundation, 1938

Henry C. Taylor was Farm Foundation’s first managing director, serving
from November 1, 1935 to September 30, 1945. This chapter is based
extensively on a 1945 history, The Farm Foundation: 1933-45.2

Taylor faced enormous challenges in developing a plan of activities. The U.S.
economy was only just beginning to recover from the October 29, 1929, stock
market collapse. After contracting by more than 25 percent, U.S. gross domestic
product would not equal the economic output of 1929 until 1936.
Unemployment was above 20 percent from 1932 to 1935 and would not dip
below 14 percent until World War II. For agriculture, compounding the eco-
nomic conditions was a pervasive drought in the Great Plains, which lasted from
1931 to 1939. At its height, the Dust Bowl covered an area of 300 miles by 500
miles. Close to 100 million acres lost all or most of its topsoil. Thousands of
farmers were forced from the land. Agriculture would not return to prosperity
until World War II.

Taylor’s first activities. Taylor’s first task was to study the opportunities for
service by Farm Foundation. He was asked to investigate the activities of other
organizations with similar objectives and to bring the Board suggestions of activ-
ities Farm Foundation might undertake. His 12-page report to the Board on June
24, 1936,3 identified four areas for the Foundation to devote attention:

• land ownership and tenancy;
• land utilization and conservation;
• cooperation in marketing and providing services; and 
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• national and international policies affecting agricultural production, mar-
keting and income.

After hearing Taylor’s report, the Board agreed that, while all of the areas
identified by Taylor had merit, “The problem of better land tenure as a funda-
mental basis for improving rural life was selected as the objective to which the
Foundation should give major attention.”4

In 1937, Farm Foundation hired Dr. Howard J. Stover as Taylor’s assistant
and Robert Wilson as secretary. A temporary office was established on the third
floor of the Harvester Building, 600 South Michigan Avenue, in Chicago. In his
report to the Board of Trustees, Taylor related that he had spent the year study-
ing the work being done by USDA, the various colleges of agriculture, and other
foundations to determine which fields of action deserved the attention of Farm
Foundation.5

In June 1938, Taylor’s report to the Board indicated that “Farm Foundation
is still housed in temporary quarters in the old Harvester Building at 600 South
Michigan Avenue. Permanent quarters consisting of four rooms have been con-
tracted for on the ninth floor of the same building, which will be ready for
occupancy within a few weeks.”6

Taylor then reported that during the last year, he had studied “government
activities intended to stimulate land ownership, and the state and private under-
takings looking toward the improvement of the relation between landlord and
tenant”7 and policies affecting rural welfare. Taylor described his participation in
national committees studying rural education and rural youth. He recom-
mended the Foundation initiate graduate fellowships at the University of
Chicago for advanced study in agricultural economics. Additionally, he sug-

Farm Foundation and the University of Chicago

During the Henry Taylor years, Farm Foundation had a close association with the

private University of Chicago at a time when most of Farm Foundation’s other univer-

sity partners were public institutions. The University of Chicago was familiar to Farm

Foundation’s founders. In the 1920s, Alexander Legge had approached the University

of Chicago for assistance in setting up Farm Foundation. Frank Lowden served as a

trustee of the University of Chicago and later chose the University of Chicago as the

repository of his papers. Much of the surviving documentation on the founding of the

Foundation is preserved in the University of Chicago Archives.

Robert M. Hutchins, the president of the University of Chicago at that time, was a

reformer who “…articulated a vision of American democracy and higher education’s

place in it that emphasized a citizen’s responsibility to be an informed participant in

public affairs.”17 Farm Foundation’s ideals corresponded with Hutchins’ vision of increas-

ing educational opportunities for average Americans.
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gested the Foundation do “something to stimulate better medical facilities for
rural people.”8

Considerable time at the meeting was given to discussing the general policy
of Farm Foundation. The Board and Taylor agreed that the Foundation could be
most effective by encouraging coordination of the work of existing organizations
and by stimulating them to initiate new lines of work. A general principle was
adopted that projects should not be undertaken independently where other
organizations could be effective and had reason to be involved. Farm Foundation
would devote its resources primarily to supplementing the work of others
endeavoring to improve the quality of life of rural people.

The problems in agriculture and rural America were being addressed by
agencies of the United States Department of Agriculture. These agencies were
conducting such undertakings as agricultural experimentation, extension educa-
tion in agriculture and home economics, training in scientific and vocational
agriculture and home economics, elementary and secondary teaching, and the
public health services. USDA had vastly greater resources than those available to
Farm Foundation. 

The Board desired that Farm Foundation’s work serve as yeast—stimulating
thought which would result in action that would be self-supporting and self-
multiplying. In working with other organizations, the methods to be used were
group conferences to encourage regional cooperation on projects, offers of
grants-in-aid for new activities, and assistance in organization and supervision of
regional projects. The result of Taylor’s recommendations was that land tenure,
health and medical care of rural people, rural education, and national policies
affecting agriculture were the first subjects to receive consideration.

Land Tenure. The first major project of Farm Foundation concerned land
tenure issues. The focus was on the improvement of farm land tenure, including
the various problems of rural land ownership, tenancy, credit, land valuation, soil
conservation, and other land problems affecting the social and economic status
of the farming population. As an illustration of the importance of this issue to
Farm Foundation, Taylor told the Board of Trustees in 1936:

“Land tenure presents one of the most serious and long-standing
problems in agriculture as well as one of very great interest today. While

Howard J. Stover 
Farm Foundation Research Assistant/Statistician, 1936-1942

Howard J. Stover was an assistant professor of agricultural economics at the University

of California-Berkeley when he was recruited by Henry Taylor to join the staff of Farm

Foundation. He served as Farm Foundation’s research assistant and statistician from

1936 to 1942.
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the South is at the present time the center of greater agitation on this
subject, the problem is equally important in the North. In Iowa and
Illinois the farmers’ equity is less than 30 percent of the value of the
farms. This is important from two points of view—from the point of
view of improving living conditions in farm homes and in rural commu-
nities and from the standpoint of making the best use of the soil when
the welfare of both the present and the future generations is considered.
As a general rule, low living standards and soil depletion go hand in
hand on tenant farms. It is when a given piece of land becomes the per-
manent abode of a family that the soil will be conserved and the family
and community life will attain the highest culture. It would seem impor-
tant, therefore, that Farm Foundation give especial attention to the
problem of tenancy and land ownership. An analysis of tenancy in the
United States shows that in the North tenancy was once looked upon as
a stepping stone toward ownership. In the black belts of the South,
tenancy, including the cropper system, has been a mode of farming sub-
stituted for the ante-bellum plantation system. Tenancy may have a
proper place in an agricultural system, but too much tenancy and the
wrong kinds of tenancy are bad. The proper place of tenancy, the forces
which facilitate and the conditions which retard the acquisition of land
ownership by farmers should be studied with a view to finding rational
means of promoting land ownership.”9

Taylor’s recommendation was based on his nearly four decades of intense
interest and research in land tenure problems and policies, beginning with the
doctoral research he had done in England.

Land tenure concerns re-emerged as one of the unforeseen outcomes of the
New Deal agriculture legislation. With the goals of reducing production and
raising commodity prices, federal agricultural policies unintentionally led to the
mass eviction of tenants and sharecroppers and accelerated structural change.

Another important factor in centering the interest of Farm Foundation on
land tenure was Frank Lowden’s will, under which certain farm property became
available to the Foundation for use in improving the land tenure system (see
Chapter 12). Taylor discussed the need for tenure research with economists
from various parts of the United States, as well as with representatives of several
insurance companies. He also interacted with economists from other countries
at the International Conference of Agricultural Economists and the General
Assembly of the International Institute of Agriculture at Rome.

After a preliminary study, Taylor decided to secure a specialist to work in
this field. Dr. Joseph Ackerman from the University of Illinois was chosen for
this position on February 11, 1939. His work resulted in the development of
several cooperative undertakings.
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The first was the organization, in 1939, of the North Central Regional Land
Tenure Committee, through which staff of agricultural colleges in the North
Central states working on the subject of land tenure collectively planned and
organized the work in their respective institutions. Farm managers, agricultural
agents of insurance companies, landlords and tenants participated in the devel-
opment of the program. The committee’s objective was to develop cooperation
with and between the state agricultural colleges to:

• Coordinate and develop their tenure research programs;
• Coordinate and develop educational programs to promote a fuller under-

standing of farm tenancy;
• Serve as a clearinghouse for research and extension activities relating to land

tenure; and
• Organize conferences for the North Central States and subdivisions of the

region.

Joseph Ackerman
Farm Foundation Land Tenure Specialist, 1939-1942; Farm Foundation 
Associate Managing Director, 1942-1954; Farm Foundation Managing 
Director, 1955-1969

Joseph A. Ackerman was born July 20, 1904, near Morton, Illinois. He attended the

University of Illinois, where he received his bachelor of science degree in 1929, masters

of science in 1930, and a Ph.D. in 1938. He attended Harvard in 1931-32 on a social

science research fellowship in agricultural economics. Between 1930 and 1939, he

worked as a professional farm manager in Decatur, Illinois, and did extension work in

farm management at the University of Illinois. He joined the staff of Farm Foundation

in 1939, becoming associate managing director in 1942 and managing director in 1955.

While at Farm Foundation, he served the American Farm Economic Association as

vice president in 1949-50 and as president in 1954-55. As secretary-treasurer of the

International Association of Agricultural Economists, 1955-1973, he played a key role in

organizing and conducting its triennial conferences and helping to insure its continu-

ing effectiveness. He provided leadership in revitalizing the American Country Life

Association in the postwar years, serving as its president in 1947-1948. He served as

national president of the Farm House Fraternity from 1948-1952. He was secretary-

treasurer of The American Society of Farm Management and Rural Appraisers from

1939-1944. He participated actively in school affairs as a board member and officer at

the local, state and national levels. He served as president of the National School Board

Association from 1966-67. He was named a Fellow of the American Agricultural Eco-

nomics Association in 1964.

His efforts in expanding leadership training opportunities for extension personnel

and in strengthening extension work in agricultural economics led to recognition in

1959 by Epsilon Sigma Phi, national honorary extension fraternity, for outstanding

service to extension. After retirement from Farm Foundation, he spent three years with

the Ford Foundation in New Delhi, India. Joe Ackerman died May 3, 1976.
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The organization of the committee was informal during its first two years,
after which it was decided the committee could be more effective if organized as
an official agency of the experiment stations in the region. This organization was
formally established in March 1941, with H.C.M. Case, head of the Department
of Agricultural Economics of the University of Illinois, as chairman, Joseph
Ackerman of Farm Foundation as secretary, and Noble Clark, assistant director
of the Wisconsin Agricultural Experiment Station, representing the North
Central Directors of Agricultural Experiment Stations. Each of the North
Central States was represented on the committee by one member selected by the
director of the Experiment Station and the head of the Department of
Agricultural Economics. The plan of the committee was to: 

• Establish contacts between research workers in the various states, to keep
everyone informed of the tenure work throughout the region, problems
under study, methods employed, and results obtained;

• Call an annual meeting to review completed work, critique current studies,
and outline new projects;

• Recommend to experiment station directors projects to be studied on a
regional basis, and those to be studied by land economists in the respective
states;

• Cooperate with Farm Foundation, USDA and other organizations inter-
ested in land tenure problems; and

• Consider publishing the results of tenure studies completed by the states or
the committee.

Through the interchange of points of view and ideas, the committee stimu-
lated interest in many new studies and in the development of various new and
enlarged extension programs to improve farm tenure. In 1942 the committee
outlined a regional study that resulted in publication of two reports: Improving
Farm Tenure in the Midwest: Problems and Recommended Policies, printed in June
1944, by the University of Illinois Agricultural Experiment Station; and
Preventing Farm Land Price Inflation in the Midwest, printed in March 1945, by the
Iowa State College Agricultural Experiment Station and Agricultural Extension
Service. The colleges of agriculture of the cooperating states, USDA and Farm
Foundation shared the cost of printing and distributing these bulletins. In
March 1945, Harold Howe, from the Department of Economics and Sociology,
Kansas State College, was elected to succeed H.C.M. Case as chairman of the
North Central Regional Land Tenure Committee.

A second land tenure project under the leadership of Farm Foundation was
organization in 1939 of the Southwestern Land Tenure Research Committee for
Louisiana, Texas, Oklahoma, Arkansas and Mississippi. This committee devel-
oped plans for and a central office to coordinate the work of the five Land Grant
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Colleges. It secured the cooperation of USDA and the General Education
Board.10 The latter appropriated $150,000 to the three years’ work commencing
July 1, 1942. USDA contributed approximately $80,000 in the services and trav-
eling expenses of members of the staff of the Bureau of Agricultural Economics;
the five Land Grant colleges contributed a total of $107,000; and Farm
Foundation contributed approximately $12,000 a year for three years in the
services of Howard J. Stover, part of Joseph Ackerman’s time, and the expenses
of the general committee meetings. While the committee made good progress, it
was slower than was anticipated due to circumstances arising from the war
effort.

A third group encouraged by Farm Foundation was the Committee on
Tenure, Land Values and Credit of the Northern Great Plains Agricultural
Advisory Council, which included representatives from Colorado, Kansas,
Montana, Nebraska, North Dakota, South Dakota and Wyoming, and from the
regional offices of USDA, Bureau of Agricultural Economics, Farm Credit
Administration and Farm Security Administration. When this committee
began work in March 1945, its first task was to appraise the tenure situation. It
soon produced a bulletin on improving farm tenure in the Northern Plains. In
1945, a land tenure committee was organized in the Southeastern States. In the
years ahead, tenure issues would be major program focus of Farm Foundation.

Health and Medical Care of Rural People. In the 1930s and 1940s, rural
people were not securing the full benefits from modern medical care for many
reasons: 

• The character of rural occupations set people apart on farms or in small
trading centers remote from the larger centers of population where modern
medical services were available; 

• The lack of awareness by rural people of the value of preventive and curative
medicine; 

• Failure to budget for health protection; 
• The higher cost of rural medical care; 
• Inadequate public health services in rural areas; and
• The medical profession’s failure to develop methods to make services more

available to rural people.

The Trustees of Farm Foundation sought to cooperate with the medical pro-
fession and rural educators to make rural people aware of the importance and
possibilities of modern medical care. In 1936, Taylor learned from rural women
at a meeting in Lincoln, Nebraska, that they would like help in developing a
program of better medical care for their state. After reviewing the work on
medical care and health for rural people in various places in the United States,
Farm Foundation concluded there was real need for an educational program to
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stimulate rural people to understand and solve for themselves the problems
peculiar to each area.

The University of Nebraska, with financial aid furnished by the Foundation,
undertook the Medical Care and Health of Rural People project. The work
began in July 1939 under the auspices of the university’s Extension Service in
Agriculture and Home Economics, and led by Dr. Elín L. Anderson. Started in
Dawson County, Nebraska, the project was designed to get farm people and their
doctors to confer together on the best method of securing a more adequate
health and medical program. As a result of these conferences, the people of
Dawson County became interested in developing prepayment plans for preven-
tive as well as curative medical services. In the community of Farnam, a medical
cooperative was formed, with families paying $36 a year for general medical, sur-
gical and hospital care. When developments of the same character in other parts
of the county were blocked by leaders of the County Medical Society, the rural
people expressed the need for stronger support from their College of Agriculture
and the State Medical Society.

In the project’s second year, the educational program was extended to the
entire state of Nebraska. A circular, Do We Want Health?, prepared by Anderson,
was studied in the state’s 1,700 home demonstration clubs and stimulated such
interest that many conferences on medical care took place throughout Nebraska.
Action programs were developed in a number of counties, but little progress was
made in solving the economic problems of medical care.

The turning point came in August 1941 with establishment of a State
Health Planning Committee comprised of representatives of the medical and

Elín L. Anderson
Farm Foundation Rural Health and Medical Services Project, 1940-1947
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She died January 4, 1951, in Winnipeg. Rural Health and Social Policy18 is a collection of

some of her writings, published by friends in her memory.
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dental professions, the University of Nebraska and rural organizations. This state
committee focused on providing adequate health services to people in sparsely
settled areas. By June 1942, the people of Thomas County had set up a coopera-
tive health association. For $30 a year, families received the services of a
physician and a public health nurse, who made regular weekly visits to the five
small communities in the county, covering an area of 1,000 square miles. Media
attention to the project included articles in the January 1943 issues of Country
Gentleman, Farm Journal and Farmer’s Wife. Later, the Thomas County coopera-
tive health association, known as the “Sandhills Region Health Association,”
established a diagnostic center and a small community hospital. To meet the cost
of additional medical facilities, the charges for care were increased.

The State Health Planning Committee also gave attention to legislation
establishing local public health departments. Members of the committee pre-
pared the legislative proposal, planned hearings before the Nebraska Legislature’s
Public Health Committee, and prepared educational bulletins. The Nebraska
Extension Service in Agriculture and Home Economics continued with a broad
educational program on medical care and health services for rural people. Two
circulars, Health on the Home Front, and L. B. 295 Gives the Green Light to Local
Health Departments, prepared by Anderson, were an impetus to establish local
health councils. In July 1944, the Extension Service employed a full-time health
specialist to develop an educational program with these councils and other
groups, as well as to act as secretary of the Nebraska Health Planning Committee.

The Nebraska health project drew interest in other states. In the spring of
1942, Ohio asked Farm Foundation for help in improving its rural health and
medical services. In 1943, the Ohio State University Extension Service, in coop-
eration with Ohio Farm Bureau and Farm Foundation employed a full-time
health specialist to work with the Ohio Rural Health Committee in developing
a statewide educational program. The first undertaking was to aid the people of
Logan County set up a prepayment plan for medical care to test the usefulness
of the Ohio Enabling Act of 1941. The attempt failed because of inability to
secure support from 51 percent of the physicians in the county, a requirement of
the enabling law to set up prepayment plans. This experience highlighted the
need for a broad educational program on medical care and health services for
rural people. Ohio State University and Ohio Farm Bureau cooperated closely in
its development.

In April 1944, the Northern Great Plains Agricultural Advisory Council
asked Farm Foundation for assistance in developing a research and educational
program on medical care and health services in the states of that region. The
Foundation assigned field worker Marguerite L. Ingram to work with the
regional health committee of the Council. Ingram’s first project was in North
Dakota, where in August 1944 the governor set up an official State Health
Planning Committee.
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The committee’s first work, Medical Care and Health Facilities in North
Dakota, was a survey published in March 1945. The State Health Planning
Committee studied hospital needs to develop a constructive statewide plan for
hospitals, diagnostic and health centers after the war. Ingram served as execu-
tive secretary of the committee. The extension service of the North Dakota
Agricultural College assigned one of its state specialists full time, commencing
in July 1945, to develop an educational program on medical care and health
services.

In May 1945, the Health Committee of the Great Plains Council had its first
conference of rural representatives and technical specialists in Lincoln,
Nebraska. This drew attention to the special characteristics of the Great Plains
that affect planning for health and medical services and encouraged the cooper-
ating states to develop research and education programs on medical care and
health services. The first states to do so were South Dakota and Wyoming, both
of which set up state health planning committees in June 1945.

A significant outcome of Farm Foundation’s work was the growing interest
of the extension services of colleges of agriculture of many states in an educa-
tional program on medical care and health services. For example, the Southern
Great Plains Agricultural Advisory Council and the Western States Postwar
Planning Group asked H.G. Gould, chairman of the Nebraska Health Planning
Committee, to explain the group’s work and the role of the extension service in
the development of better medical services for rural people. The Federal
Extension Service set up a special committee to help states interested in devel-
oping educational programs on rural health and medical services.

A conference on Medical Care and Health Services for Rural People, spon-
sored by Farm Foundation in April 1944, provided an opportunity for
representatives of the national farm organizations to meet with medical and
technical specialists to study the problems rural people face in obtaining medical
care and health services, and to consider ways of improving these services.
Proceedings of that conference were published, Medical Care and Health Services
for Rural People.

The conference recommended Farm Foundation establish a national com-
mittee on rural health, providing technical services and information and inviting
national farm organizations to name representatives to that committee. The
Conference Committee on Rural Health Services had its first meeting in January
1945. Its objective was to stimulate farm organizations to bring about a coordi-
nated rural health program. Joseph W. Fichter, Master of the Ohio State Grange,
was elected chairman, and Elín Anderson of Farm Foundation, executive secre-
tary. The committee was an opportunity for farm organizations to inform each
other of their work in the health field, to pool information, to analyze legislation,
and to provide study materials and other information to assist rural leaders work
toward more effective health services.
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In response to the increasing number of requests for help from organizations
and states, the Trustees of Farm Foundation expanded the budget for work in
this field and, in September 1945, hired Leland B. Tate (Ph.D., Cornell
University), who had specialized in this field at the Virginia Polytechnic
Institute. It was hoped that rural people and the medical profession, through
joint study and experimentation, would understand and solve problems in a
manner suitable to each community. Because Farm Foundation maintained that
permanent improvement results from local initiative, it did not urge the adop-
tion of any specific plan or program. It held that its function was to stimulate
local interest in studying local needs and to help in the investigation of ways and
means suited to the given community. Farm Foundation confined its efforts to
educational methods.

Rural Education. Increasingly during the 1930s and 1940s, education was
viewed as being of primary importance in improving the living conditions of
rural people. In 1938, the Board of Trustees of Farm Foundation employed
Iman E. Schatzmann to study experiments in improving rural education in
various parts of the United States. Schatzmann had made previous studies in
Denmark, Sweden, Switzerland, England, Iceland and Italy. Funding was also
given to the board of directors of the American Country Life Association to
set up a Committee on Rural Education to study conditions and problems of
rural education, and to recommend ways to improve rural education and rural
life in America. Concluding that the major problems concerned the quality of
teaching and making education relevant to the local community, the commit-
tee initiated four projects. Three were demonstrations in rural elementary
education, headquartered at Western Illinois State Teachers College,
Macomb, Illinois; Northeast Missouri State Teachers College, Kirksville,
Missouri; and the School of Education of Oklahoma Agricultural and
Mechanical College, Stillwater, Oklahoma. While not identical in character,
the three experiments had the common objective of identifying the best 

Iman E. Schatzmann
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procedures to improve the quality of teaching in rural schools and to apply
teaching to the life of the community.

The fourth project involved helping the State of Wisconsin Committee on
Rural Community High Schools assist seven high schools reshape the curricu-
lum to suit the needs of the rural student body and better serve the whole
community. A report on the work of this committee was published June 1944 in
the Journal of Experimental Education as “Adventures in Rural Education—A
Three Year Report.”

In July 1942, American Country Life Association’s Committee on Rural
Education, in cooperation with the American Council on Education, had a con-
ference, “The Rural Child in the War Emergency,” which drew national attention
to the fact that war conditions threatened to deprive many rural children of
their educational opportunities. Fifty thousand copies of the conference report
were distributed throughout the United States, and considerable radio time was
provided free of charge over the national networks to draw attention to this
problem.

In June 1943, the Committee on Rural Education issued its final report, Still
Sits the Schoolhouse by the Road, which outlined a program of action to improve
educational opportunities for rural people.

Although the Committee on Rural Education ended in June 1943, Farm
Foundation’s interest in this field continued. A grant-in-aid of $10,000 per year
for three years was made to the University of Chicago, beginning October 1, 1943,
with the condition the University would contribute an equal amount. The uni-
versity appointed a faculty committee to organize a project on rural education,
under the leadership of Dr. Floyd W. Reeves. Among the rural education needs
identified were: 

• Application of research findings to the problems of rural education; 
• Improvement of the whole program of rural education, its instructional

content and its teaching techniques; 
• Improvement of the administration, supervision and organizational struc-

ture of the schools and colleges serving rural communities; 
• Development of greater interest and participation of rural people in their

educational programs; and
• Encouragement of a greater degree of cooperation between public and

private organizations and associations engaged in educating children, youth
and adults in rural areas.

Workshops in various aspects of rural education were conducted by the
University of Chicago in 20 states, with participation by Land Grant colleges,
state universities, teachers’ colleges, state departments of education and state
libraries. Papers presented at the Conference on Education in Rural
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Communities at the University of Chicago in the summer of 1944 were pub-
lished by the University of Chicago Press as Education for Rural America.

This project on rural education provided consulting services to educational
institutions, organizations and lay associations. The work consisted primarily of
assisting state agencies develop techniques to analyze rural education needs,
develop study projects, and organize educational and lay leaders to study rural
problems and devise improved educational programs. Groups receiving consult-
ing services included:

• Director and research staff of the Cooperative Study of Rural Life and
Education in Missouri;

• Director and research staff in charge of the studies of school district organ-
ization, educational administration, and school finance for the Kansas
Legislative Council; 

• Educational Policies Commission and the research staff of the Kansas
Educational Association; 

• Kansas State Chamber of Commerce;
• Committee on Rural Life and Education in Minnesota;
• Michigan State College;
• Research staff for the Committee on Services of the Illinois Post-War

Planning Commission; and
• Public School Study Commission of the Illinois Association of School

Boards. 

In developing cooperative relationships with these organizations, the Rural
Education Project believed the University of Chicago could be of greatest assis-
tance by supplementing rather than duplicating services available within the
states. This project stimulated instructional activities, publications and plans for
research on rural education by the University of Chicago faculty. The University
introduced new courses and placed increased emphasis on rural education in
existing courses. From its inception, the purpose of the work on rural education
sponsored by Farm Foundation was to develop a better understanding of the
educational problems faced by rural people and to devise methods to help
address those problems.

Public Policies Affecting Agriculture. A 1945 history of Farm Foundation
noted that Taylor “has given such time as was available to the public policies
affecting agriculture.”11 In 1937-1938, with the assistance of Howard J. Stover,
Taylor studied the distribution of incomes in the United States. His 1938 paper,
“Immediate Backgrounds of Present Agricultural Policies and Programs,” was
subsequently published in modified form in 1940 as “The Farmer in the
Groupistic Regime.” The paper not only dealt with the question of national polices
affecting agriculture, but also with the idea of developing a better understanding
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of the basic economic interrelations of farmers, businessmen and laborers. Taylor
participated in the organization and development of the National Farm Institute
at Des Moines, Iowa (1938-1942), which gave special attention to land tenure,
the farmer’s stake in foreign trade, and the common interests of agriculture, labor
and industry.

Taylor participated in a project, started in 1934, on world trade policy. It was
supported by a Rockefeller Foundation grant and financial aid from the
International Institute of Agriculture in Rome. This work resulted in a 1940
publication12 by the International Institute of Agriculture. In 1942-1943, a
summary volume, World Trade in Agricultural Products13 was prepared by Taylor
and his wife, Anne Dewees Taylor.

Rural Youth. Farm Foundation made two grants totaling $7,000 to youth
activities of the American Country Life Association, and $1,000 to the
Commission on Rural Life of the Illinois State Council of Churches. Both organ-
izations assisted rural youth groups organized to work for the improvement of
rural life.

Taylor also participated in the work of two national committees concerned
with the problems of youth—the President’s Advisory Committee on Education
and the American Youth Commission. He gave special attention to work high-
lighted in three chapters, “Youth Unemployment,” “The Problem of Full
Employment,” and “Occupational Adjustment” in the final report of the Youth
Commission, Youth and the Future; and two special volumes entitled Barriers to
Youth Employment and Working with Rural Youth.

Taylor also gave attention to the issue of providing vocational guidance for
rural youth. The President’s Advisory Committee on Education recommended
organizing an Occupational Outlook Service, and was instrumental in securing
appropriations to enable the Bureau of Statistics of the Department of Labor to
plan a vocational training service for youth. However, World War II diverted
this appropriation to other problems.

The Rural Church and the Rural Pastor. Various phases of the Foundation’s
work led to the conclusion that many problems of rural life arose from qualities
in people which religion is intended to improve. For example, in relations
between landlords and tenants, the economic and the legal issues may be com-
paratively simple once understood, yet trouble may develop unless landlords and
tenants share a sense of justice and the will to do the right thing. Farm
Foundation encouraged agricultural economists to ask rural ministers to help
promote good landlord and tenant relations.

Farm Foundation, the Town and Country Committee of the Home
Missions Council, the Federal Council of Churches of Christ in America, and
the North Central Regional Land Tenure Committee cooperated in a 1940 con-
ference attended by members of the sponsoring organizations, rural sociologists,
agricultural economists, rural ministers, and representative landlords and
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tenants. A similar conference for the southern area was organized by Farm
Foundation and the Town and Country Committee at Nashville, Tennessee, in
1941, and attended by representatives of departments of agricultural economics
and rural sociology and by landlords, tenants, and rural ministers from the
Southern States. The proceedings of both conferences were widely distributed.

In February 1943, representatives of Farm Foundation and the Town and
Country Committee met with rural ministers, landlords, tenants, agricultural
economists, and rural sociologists at Salt Lake City, Utah; Pullman, Washington;
Corvallis, Oregon; and Berkeley, California. The principal ideas presented in
these conferences were distributed to interested church and lay people.

As an outgrowth of the Chicago and Nashville meetings, the Home Missions
Council of North America, with the cooperation of Farm Foundation, spon-
sored four one-week training schools for rural pastors during the spring and
summer of 1941. These training schools clarified the significance of social and
economic improvements needed in local communities. Emphasis was given to
better relations between landlords and tenants, the importance of acquiring
home ownership, improved production of food and feed, and the benefits of col-
laboration between rural pastors and agricultural organizations to improve the
quality of rural life. The Home Missions Council employed nine extension
workers for training programs in Alabama, Arkansas, Georgia, Mississippi,
North Carolina, South Carolina and Texas. After 1943, the program was cen-
tered in sharecropper areas.

Fifty-two institutes for rural ministers were planned for 1945. The program
was designed to give rural ministers a larger vision of their task and an under-
standing of land ownership, agricultural improvement, farm and home planning,
and improved health and sanitation. Farm Foundation funded the involvement
of agricultural economists in these conferences.

Teaching agricultural economics and rural sociology in summer schools for
rural ministers was another effort. Many agricultural colleges offered short
courses for rural ministers for two decades or more. The theological seminaries
became interested in presenting the economic and social setting of the rural
pastor to make religious work more effective in the lives of parishioners. In 1945,
for the sixth year, Farm Foundation provided funds for the Garrett Biblical
Institute, Evanston, Illinois, to employ professors of agricultural economics and
rural sociology to teach classes for ministers and other rural leaders attending
the Interdenominational Summer School for rural leaders. After 1941, agricul-
tural economics and rural sociology were taught in the summer schools
conducted by the National Catholic Rural Life Conference. In 1944 and 1945,
financial assistance was given to the Pacific School of Religion for agricultural
economics courses for rural ministers attending summer sessions.

Farm Foundation Fellowships. Farm Foundation used fellowships in agri-
cultural economics and extension to increase the leadership capacity of
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individuals and organizations serving agriculture and rural people. The purpose
was to broaden the outlook of Land Grant faculty trained in farm management,
marketing and land tenure to better deal with emerging complex economic
problems confronting farmers.

From September 1938 to June 1947, Farm Foundation made substantial
contributions to the University of Chicago for scholarships to two groups of pro-
fessional educators. The first group targeted agricultural economists with
permanent appointments at universities, with the goal of providing additional
training in agricultural economics, rather than credit for advanced academic
degrees (Table 5.1).

Over nine years, 22 scholarships totaling $18,500 were granted by the
University under Farm Foundation sponsorship. The grants were made to rep-
resentatives of 10 Land Grant colleges and one from USDA. Fellowships of
$1,000 each were offered annually on condition that the University of Chicago
grant free tuition, amounting to $300 per year, to those receiving the Farm
Foundation awards.

The scholarship program included an agricultural round table involving
members of the social sciences faculties, graduate students interested in agri-
cultural economics and Chicago businessmen interested in agricultural
problems. Nobel Laureate T.W. Schultz,14 noted to R.J. Hildreth that establish-
ment of research and Ph.D. programs in agricultural economics at the
University of Chicago owed much to Taylor and the Farm Foundation’s grad-
uate fellowships.15

The second group of scholarships was granted from an annual contribution
to the Department of Education of the University of Chicago to improve the
quality of rural teaching at the elementary and secondary levels (Table 5.2).
Aside from summer school grants, amounting to $800, five six-to-nine month
scholarships were awarded to leaders in rural education from four states.

In 1947, Farm Foundation adopted the policy of granting scholarships
directly to applicants with an administrative level of responsibility in the state
and federal agricultural extension services (Table 5.3). Priority was given to
applicants studying social sciences, including educational administration, agri-
cultural or applied economics, rural sociology and political science. The program
continued for more than five decades. Recipients of the more than 300 fellow-
ships given over the life of the program made important contributions to
agriculture and rural society, serving as presidents of universities, directors of
extension, chairs of agricultural economics departments, program leaders in
extension, and extension specialists.

Taylor Retires. In January 1945, the 72-year-old Taylor asked Farm
Foundation “...to consider, informally, the future development of the program of
the Farm Foundation and specifically a plan to relieve Dr. Taylor from adminis-
trative duties in order that he might devote his energy to the writing of the
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Table 5.1
Farm Foundation Scholarships Granted by the University of Chicago, 1941-1949

Institution 

Name Represented Position in 1949 Year 

William Kyger Bing South Carolina Unknown 1941-42

Charles E. Bishop Kentucky Graduate student 1948-49

Oswald H. Brownlee Iowa Assistant professor of agricultural 1941-42

economics, University of Chicago

Raymond T. Burdick Colorado Head of Department of Agricultural 1941-42

Economics, Colorado State University

Charles M. Elkinton Iowa Head of Department of Agricultural 1938-39

Economics, State College of Washington

Harold G. Halcrow Montana Assistant professor of agricultural 1941-42

economics, Montana State College

Clifford H. Hardin Wisconsin Assistant director of experiment station, 1939-40

Michigan State College

Irwin R. Hedges Wisconsin Farm Credit Administration, Cooperative 1940-41

Research and Service Division, 

Washington, D.C.

Ernest Paul Heiby Ohio Unknown 1938-39

D. Gale Johnson Iowa Assistant professor of agricultural 1940-41

economics, University of Chicago

Sherman C. Kessler Purdue Farmer, New Ross, Indiana 1940-41

Erven Long Wisconsin Assistant professor of agricultural 1946-47

economics, University of Wisconsin

Arthur T. Mosher Illinois Director, Allahabad Agricultural 1941-42

Institute, India

Wallace Ogg Iowa Assistant professor of agricultural 1946-47

economics, Iowa State College

Franklin L. Parson Kansas Economist, Federal Reserve Bank, 1941-42

Minneapolis

Everett Peterson Bureau of Assistant professor of farm management, 1946-47

Agricultural Michigan State College

Economics, USDA

Wilfred Harold Pine Kansas Assistant professor of agricultural 1938-39

economics, Kansas State College

Lawrence Harry Simerl Illinois Associate professor of agricultural 1940-41

economics, University of Illinois

Max Messick Tharp Kentucky Division of Land Economics, 1940-41

BAE, Washington, D.C.

William Thompson Illinois Instructor in farm management, 1947-48

Department of Agricultural Economics, 

University of Illinois

Lawrence W. Witt Iowa Associate professor of agricultural 1939-40

economics, Michigan State College
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history of agricultural economics in the United States.”16 Board members Francis
D. Farrell, Arnold B. Keller, Allan B. Kline, and Frank W. Peck were appointed
to recommend a successor. On July 30, 1945, Peck was named to succeed Taylor,
at an annual salary of $14,000. 

Table 5.2
Farm Foundation Scholarships Granted by the University of Chicago for Rural 
Education Specialists, 1946-1947

Institution 

Name Represented Position in 1949 Year 

Florence Davis Alabama Associate professor of 1946-47

Polytechnic home economics

Institute

Wendel Jones Elizabeth City Instructor in education 1946-47

State Teachers 

College, North 

Carolina

L.J. Horlacher University of Assistant dean, 1946-47

Kentucky College of Agriculture

John Paul Leagens University of Extension program planning specialist 1946-47

North Carolina

Ole Sand State Teachers Supervisor of rural education 1946-47

College, Bemidji, 

Minnesota

Table 5.3
Scholarships Granted by Farm Foundation, 1947-1949

Institution Institution

Name Position Represented Attended Year 

Eunice Kochheiser Assistant home Ohio Cornell 1947-48

demonstration leader

W.E. Skelton Assistant club leader Virginia Cornell 1947-48

Mary E. Border Assistant state club Kansas Cornell 1948-49

leader

W.T. Kirk Assistant director Wyoming Minnesota 1948-49

extension service

Mabel C. Mack Assistant state home Oregon Chicago 1948-49

demonstration leader

Lucile Mallette District home Alabama Minnesota 1948-49

demonstration agent

John T. Mount Assistant state leader Ohio Wisconsin 1948-49

Helen Turner Home adviser at large Illinois Illinois 1948-49
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Taylor remained active after his retirement as Farm Foundation managing
director. His first retirement project was writing a book, The Story of Agricultural
Economics in the United States, 1840-1932, with his wife, Anne Dewees Taylor.
The Taylors relocated from Chicago to Washington, D.C., and worked out of a
carrel at the Library of Congress. Taylor remained a consultant to Farm
Foundation until 1949 and received project support from the Foundation. The
Story of Agricultural Economics took seven years to write and was 1,121 pages
long. Its reception was only lukewarm. When the publisher remaindered the
unsold stock, Taylor was livid and encouraged Farm Foundation to purchase the
unsold copies. The book was reprinted in 1974. Today, copies are rare and fetch
as much as $225 at online booksellers.

In 1966, Taylor attended his 70th class reunion at Iowa State and visited the
farm where he was born. He soon began a new project documenting the history
of that farm, Tarpleywick: A Century of Iowa Farming. While working on his new
project, Taylor was diagnosed with bone cancer, but he continued work on the
book even while hospitalized for 46 days in 1967. Before he died on April 28,
1969, at age 96, Taylor completed the manuscript for Tarpleywick: A Century of
Iowa Farming. It was published by Iowa State Press in 1970 and reprinted in 1990.

Noted Board Members. During the Taylor years, the Farm Foundation
Board included some of the nation’s most prominent agricultural leaders:

• Oscar Johnson was known as “Mr. Cotton.” Although his early career was in
law and banking, Johnson became president of the Delta and Pine Land
Company in 1927. He supervised 50,000 acres of farmland in the Mississippi
Delta, the largest cotton enterprise in the world. Franklin Roosevelt
appointed him director of finance of the Agricultural Adjustment
Administration in June 1933; vice president of the Commodity Credit
Corporation in October 1933; and manager of the Government Cotton Pool
in January 1934. In 1937, he organized the National Cotton Council, serving
as president until 1947. Johnson was a member of Farm Foundation’s Board
from 1941 to 1951.

• Beardsley Ruml served as a dean at the University of Chicago; chairman of
the board of Macy’s; chairman of the board of the Federal Reserve Bank of
New York; and director of the National Bureau of Economic Research. He
conceived of the domestic allotment plan in the Agricultural Adjustment
Act of 1933 and the present-day payroll deduction system for income tax.
He played a prominent role in the Bretton Woods Conference which led to
the International Monetary Fund and the World Bank. Ruml served on
Farm Foundation’s Board from 1936 to 1945.

• William W. Waymack was a long-time editor of the Des Moines Register and
Tribune. He received the Pulitzer Prize for distinguished editorial writing in
1938. In 1946 he became a founding member of the Atomic Energy
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Commission. He served on Farm Foundation’s Board of Trustees from 1939
to 1949.

• Thomas E. Wilson was president of Wilson & Company, developing such
value-added beef and pork products as Wilson Certified Hams, Wilson’s
Continental Deli and Wilson’s Corn King. He also worked to establish the
National Committee on Boys and Girls Clubs and was chairman of the
board for the 4-H Clubs. He served on Farm Foundation’s Board from 1937
to 1947.
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Chapter 6

The Birth and Growth 
of Committees

“Farm Foundation does not represent any special group, organization, movement, or
pressure activity. Its independence is one of its major assets and is safeguarded with
painstaking care. The Foundation has no axe to grind on its own account and will not
turn the grindstone for those who have.”1

—Farm Foundation promotional booklet, 1952

Frank Peck as Managing Director. In 1945, Joseph Ackerman was 41 years
old with a Ph.D. from the University of Illinois and had been working for
Farm Foundation for seven years. His work in land tenure included super-

vising the Lowden plantation and developing greater cooperation among
universities through regional committees. While Henry Taylor worked on
writing one book, World Trade in Agricultural Products, and researching a second,
The Story of Agricultural Economics, Ackerman, as associate managing director,
was largely responsible for the day-to-day activities of Farm Foundation.

Ackerman was fairly autonomous. His secretary in 1944-1945, Rita
Dohrmann MacMeekin, noted Taylor and Ackerman “didn’t meet together very
much.”2 She added, “Dr. Ackerman seemed more concerned with the plantation
in Arkansas and with speeches and meetings with professors than did Dr. Taylor.
Dr. Ackerman worked hard and patiently at his job.”3

Ackerman was well liked by the staff, and they were surprised he did not
succeed to the managing director’s position. Mae Ramclow Tappendorf, secre-
tary to Henry Taylor and later Frank Peck, described Ackerman as “nice and
easy going.”4 Staff members felt free to express their opinions or make suggestions
to him.

MacMeekin commented: “If I were to speculate why he was not given the
position, I would say it was because he lacked a certain polish, and I say that
reluctantly, because I liked him very much. You must remember that we had
been in The Great Depression from 1929 on, and it did not actually end and
prosperity did not filter down to the common folk until after World War II. Dr.

Admin
Text Box
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Ackerman had grown up on a farm, far from the opportunities for ‘culture’ that
the big city offered.”5 While Ackerman was hurt by the selection of Frank Peck
as managing director, there was no animosity between them.

Frank Peck served as director of the Minnesota Agricultural Extension
Service from 1921-1933. That year, he participated in organization of the Farm
Credit Administration (FCA). He was appointed the first cooperative bank
commissioner in the FCA and served in that capacity for three years, returning
to Minnesota in 1936 as director of the Agricultural Extension Service. From
1938 to 1945, Peck was president of the Federal Land Bank of St. Paul. He also
served on the Board of Trustees of Farm Foundation from 1942-1945.

Peck was 60 years old when he accepted the position. Tappendorf believed
he viewed the position as a transitional job before retirement. He and his wife
rented an apartment in Chicago, but still maintained a home in Minnesota. Peck
was respected in the office, but was a change of pace from the scholarly Taylor.
Tappendorf described him as “more of a businessman” or an “organizer or
administrator.”

The focus of Farm Foundation had changed in the later Taylor years. Less
emphasis was placed on Farm Foundation-directed research and more emphasis
was placed on coordinating the work of others. By 1945, when Peck took the
helm, this transformation was almost complete. Peck and Ackerman began
working to expand the committee system and within a few years, it was almost
the total focus of the organization.  

Frank W. Peck 
Farm Foundation Board of Trustees, 1942-1945; Farm Foundation Managing
Director, 1945-1954

Peck received his bachelor of science degree in 1912 and his master of science degree

in 1917, both from the University of Minnesota. He started his professional career on

the agricultural economics staff at the University of Minnesota from 1912-1919. He was

elected vice president of the American Farm Economics Association in 1917 and secre-

tary-treasurer 1918-1919. In 1919, he was called to Washington, D.C., to head the Office

of Farm Management in the Bureau of Agricultural Economics, USDA. 

He returned to the University of Minnesota to serve as director of the Minnesota

Agricultural Extension Service from 1921-1933. During this period he also served five

years as vice director of the Minnesota Agricultural Experiment Station. In 1933 he par-

ticipated in the organization of the Farm Credit Administration (FCA). He was

appointed the first cooperative bank commissioner of the FCA and served in this capac-

ity for three years, returning to Minnesota as director of the Agricultural Extension

Service in 1936. He became president of the Federal Land Bank of St. Paul in 1938. He

served on the Board of Trustees of the Farm Foundation from 1942-1945. In 1945 he

was appointed managing director of Farm Foundation and served until his retirement

in 1954.
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The Committee System. In cooperation with the Land Grant university
system and USDA, Farm Foundation began supporting regional and national
research and extension committees in the 1940s and 1950s. The committees
were topical in eight general areas within the social sciences (Table 6.1).
Committees on land economics, farm management, agricultural marketing,
rural sociology, rural development, research strategy and administration are the
focus of this chapter. The public policy area is addressed in Chapter 7.

The committees were envisioned as a two-way street—a way for Land Grant
universities and USDA research and education agencies to propose ideas for
Farm Foundation funding, and a way for Farm Foundation to assist and influ-
ence Land Grant university and USDA research and extension agendas. The
committees were formed and supported at the expressed interest of participants,
regional Land Grant university leaders and USDA administrators, as well as the
judgment of Foundation staff that the committee would lead to improvement of
“rural life and rural living.”

The committees were an opportunity to bring together individuals inter-
ested in a topic, as well as to achieve cooperation and coordination on regional
and/or national problems and opportunities in agriculture and rural life. The
formation and support of committees changed Farm Foundation’s operating
style. The Foundation moved away from hiring staff to pursue its own agenda
and began harnessing the expertise of Land Grant universities by paying travel
expenses for them to cooperate in responding to critical national or regional
issues.

Farm Foundation staff had substantial input to the agenda and content of
the committee work. Staff brought the perspectives of the Farm Foundation
Board of Trustees and the segments of agriculture and agribusiness they repre-
sented. This enriched the dialogue and ultimately, the research and extension
agenda addressed by the committees.

A Changing Agriculture. The committee approach was a response to great
changes in U.S. agriculture resulting from a technological and demographic rev-
olution in the 1930s-1950s. From 1930 to 1935, economic conditions resulted in
more than two million people returning to the farm. War mobilization in the
1940s, increased prosperity and the rise of technology resulted in more than five
million people leaving farming from 1940 to 1945, never to return. The farm
population has declined ever since.

At the same time, agriculture experienced a technological revolution.
Robert and Don Paarlberg relate this perspective: “If a farmer from Old
Testament times had come to visit an American farm 100 years ago, he would
have been able to recognize—and use—virtually all of the implements he saw:
the hoe, the plow, the rake, the harrow, all powered by human or animal energy.”6

Beginning in the 1940s, use of new mechanical, chemical, biological and manage-
ment technologies expanded rapidly. Research by Land Grant scientists resulted
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Table 6.1
Farm Foundation Sponsored Committees, 1939-1999

LAND ECONOMICS Duration

North Central 1939-1970

Southwest‡ 1940-1961

Great Plains 1945-1986

Southeast‡ 1946-1961

Western Range Resources † 1951-1968

Western Water Resources † 1951-1968

Western Natural Resource Development † 1969-1975

Interregional 1955-1975

Southern‡ 1962-1976

Northeast 1964-1975

FARM MANAGEMENT

North Central Extension 1946-1999*

North Central Research 1946-1970

Southern Extension 1949-1999*

Southern Research 1949-1975

Northeast Extension 1951-1999*

Northeast Research 1951-1971

Western Extension 1953-1999*

Western Research † 1955-1968

Western Commercial Agriculture Committee † 1969-1975

AGRICULTURAL POLICY

National 1949-2007

North Central 1964-1999*

Northeast 1964-1999*

Southern 1964-1999*

Western 1964-1999*

AGRICULTURAL MARKETING

Western Research † 1956-1968

North Central Extension 1957-1995

North Central Research 1959-1970

Western Extension 1962-1999*

Southern Extension 1963-1999*

Northeast Extension 1964-1999*

RURAL SOCIOLOGY

North Central 1951-1984

Northeast 1956-1976

Western Research 1964-1976

Southern 1968-1976
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in rapid technological changes in plant and animal production. Advances in land
economics, farm management, public policy, rural sociology or agricultural mar-
keting did not necessarily accompany those in the physical sciences.

Rural communities prospered by changing their economic base from supply-
ing small farms with basic products and household needs, to supplying farmers
the products of technological change while adding complementary manufactur-
ing, trade, services and government jobs. This provided farm families
opportunities for off-farm employment and increased interest in fostering com-
munity development. Committees supported by Farm Foundation served the
economic and management needs of both farmers and community leaders
during this period of rapid change and adjustment.

Besides the great demographic and technological changes which occurred,
agricultural policy was re-evaluated after World War II. The New Deal legisla-
tion of 1933, originally envisioned as temporary emergency policy, had a goal of
supporting farm prices while limiting the accumulation of surplus production.
During World War II, the agricultural policy goal changed abruptly to encour-
age production. After the war, there was the problem of ensuring a smooth
transition into the post-war economy. The post-war period brought intense
debate over a wide range of innovative agricultural policy prescriptions. This

RURAL DEVELOPMENT

Western Community and Resource Development † 1969-1975

Western Extension 1970-1999*

North Central Extension 1970-1977

Southern Extension 1971-1994

RESEARCH STRATEGY

North Central Research Strategy Committee

on Commercial Agriculture 1970-1977

North Central Research Strategy Committee

on National Resource Development 1970-1978

North Central Research Strategy Committee

on Rural Community and Human Resource Development 1970-1977

ADMINISTRATIVE

North Central Extension Program Leaders Committee 1968-1990

North Central Council of Administrative Heads 1978-1999*

NOTES:
* Farm Foundation discontinued line item support for research committees in the 1970s, with support for

extension committees ending in the 1998-99 fiscal year. Some committees continue to receive Farm Foun-
dation support on a project-by-project basis.

† Grant administered by the Western Agricultural Economics Research Council.
‡ The Southwest and Southeast Land Economics Committees were dissolved and the Southern Committee

was established in 1962.
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debate over the degree of agricultural reliance on government versus markets
continued through the 1960s and, arguably, continues even today.

Political Environment. In 1949, Farm Foundation initiated the National
Public Policy Education Committee, which organized the first National Public
Policy Education Conference in 1950 (see Chapter 7). At the 1953 National
Public Policy Education Conference, Ernest A. Engelbert, a political scientist at
the University of California-Los Angeles, outlined some unique political condi-
tions which applied to agriculture.7 While changing over time, these conditions
provide insight into the reality of agriculture and the political process at the time
and, to some degree, today:

• The unique social and economic problems of agriculture have led to a ten-
dency to treat agriculture as a unique political problem.

• Historically, farmers and their organizations maintained an agrarian ideol-
ogy. This concept was foreign to the rest of American society, which
measured progress in terms of technological advancement and urbanization.

• It has been difficult to achieve unity in agricultural policies due to regional
cleavages and differences in approach among farm groups.

• Agricultural and farm groups have relied on Congress as the entity to
protect their political interests more than other interest groups.

• Close relationships have been fostered between agricultural groups and
government. 

These conditions provide insight into the need for economic and policy
research and education by farmers, farm leaders and their elected representa-
tives as beneficiaries of USDA/Land Grant university efforts. This demand
helped define issues and problems addressed by Farm Foundation-supported
committees.

Land Economics Committees. As discussed in Chapter 5, the first commit-
tees established by Farm Foundation were in land economics. Many USDA and
Corn Belt Land Grant college economists struggled to develop cooperative
research and extension programs that maximized output from available
resources. Taylor and the Board of Trustees concluded Farm Foundation could
be most effective by encouraging coordination of the work of existing agencies
and stimulating new lines of work. In June 1939, the Foundation organized a
meeting of land tenure specialists at Davenport, Iowa, that resulted in formation
of the North Central Land Tenure Research Committee (see box, Conference
Planning 1939, page 96). The meeting included representatives from Illinois,
Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, North
Dakota, Ohio, South Dakota and Wisconsin.

The committee provided “...an opportunity to develop ways and means by
which the resources of the various agencies interested in land tenure in [the North
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Central] region might be more effectively employed.”8 The committee emphasized
dissemination of information to increase awareness of research findings. World
War II aggravated the problems of travel and manpower. To enhance timely output,
the committee changed emphasis from comprehensive research studies to short
reports based on past research, readily available data and limited current research.

Much of the work of the North Central Land Tenure Research Committee
was conducted through subcommittees working in 10 areas:

• Setting the objectives and focus of full committee activities.
• Content and methods of land tenure research.
• Farm tenancy.
• Attaining ownership in farming.
• Farm land prices, credit and taxes.
• Conservation of resources.
• Water resources.
• Marginal analysis compared to institutional analysis.
• Roadside development and highways.
• Miscellaneous activities, such as world land tenure; farm labor; USDA

Yearbook of Agriculture; town and country church work; council of state gov-
ernments; and family farm conference.

The committee worked with other regional land economics and land tenure
committees, as well as with the Interregional Land Tenure Committee and the
North Central Farm Management Research and Extension Committees. Many
publications resulted from the work of the Land Economics Committee, includ-
ing journal articles, agricultural experiment station and regional extension
bulletins, and USDA publications. These publications were used to develop edu-
cation programs for farmers, farm leaders and policy makers.

Staff working in land economics at the 13 North Central region experiment
stations and a representative of the USDA planned the initial regional research
programs to address:

• Better land use and conservation.
• How to obtain and maintain family-type farms, basic to a satisfactory rural

economy.
• Leases and agreements between landlords and tenants.
• Getting established in farming.
• How farmers acquire ownership and tenancy.
• Farm land prices and tenancy.

In 1939, a similar group was organized in the South, including the states of
Arkansas, Louisiana, Mississippi, Oklahoma and Texas. A third group, the
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Conference Planning in 1939

The first meeting of the North Central Regional Land Tenure Committee was organized

by Joe Ackerman in 1939 at the Hotel Blackhawk in Davenport, Iowa. This was Farm

Foundation’s first sponsored conference. The following correspondence offers insight

into how conference planning and prices have since changed.

Hotel Blackhawk

April 19, 1939 

Mr. Jos. Ackerman,

Farm Foundation,

600 South Michigan Ave.,

Chicago, Ill.

Dear Mr. Ackerman:

Received your letter of April 19th, and we have the facilities and accommodations to

take care of your meetings on June 2d and 3d. We can guarantee your group single

rooms with bath at our minimum rate of $2.50 per day, and on single rooms without

bath, but having lavatory and toilet, at the rate of $2.00 per day.

We have a number of private rooms large enough for your meeting, which we will be

glad to put at your disposal without any charge. I am enclosing sample menus at 75¢,

85¢, and $1.00 for your luncheon at noon on June 2d, and $1.00 $1.25 and $1.50 for

your dinner on the night of June 3d, the lowest price meal being the minimum we

serve in private room.

We are also mailing you, under separate cover, sample menus for breakfast, lunch and

dinner in our Coffee Shop, and I am sure you will find our prices quite moderate. Our

Coffee Shop is artificially cooled, also a number of our private dining rooms.

We have free fans for our sleeping rooms so that in case of the weather being warm

during the period of your meeting, I am sure you will be quite comfortable in our

hotel.

Thanking you for your inquiry, and hoping we may have the pleasure of serving you, I

am

Cordially yours,

HOTEL BLACKHAWK

J.C. Kennedy, Manager.11
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Committee on Tenure, Land Values and Credit of the Northern Great Plains
Agricultural Advisory Council, began work in 1945. It included Colorado, Kansas,
Montana, Nebraska, North Dakota, South Dakota and Wyoming. In 1946, a
similar regional committee was formed with representatives from Alabama,
Florida, Georgia, North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee and Virginia.

The Western Range Resources and Western Water Resources Committees
formed in 1951 under the direction of the Western Agricultural Economics
Council. These committees developed and coordinated research on range, water
and land resources issues and problems of the Western States.

An Interregional Land Economics Committee was established in 1955 with
representatives from the regional committees and USDA. One of it first activi-
ties was publication of an evaluation of land tenure research, Agricultural Land
Tenure Research: Scope and Nature: Reappraisal (Farm Foundation, 1955). This

Joe Ackerman replied:

Farm Foundation

600 South Michigan Ave.,

Chicago, Ill.

May 2, 1939

Mr. J.C. Kennedy, Manager

Hotel Blackhawk

Davenport, Iowa

Dear Mr. Kennedy:

We have definitely decided to hold our meeting at Davenport, Iowa, on June 2 and 3,

1939. We do not know exactly how many will be in our group, but it will probably be

somewhere between 30 and 40. We are tentatively planning to hold a luncheon

meeting on June 2 and also a dinner meeting that evening, and then a luncheon and

also a dinner meeting on Saturday, June 3. For our meetings we would like to have a

room where we could have the entire group around a table so that we could have

round table discussions. We want the discussions to be as informal as possible. Most

people are more free to state their points of view if seated around a table.

We will limit our luncheons to the 75¢ meal and our dinners to the $1.00 meal. We

would like the rooms with bath.

I have sent the invitation to the group and will let you know the exact number who

will attend as soon as possible. Should you desire any more information, I will be glad

to have you write me.

Yours very truly,

Joseph Ackerman12
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committee also conducted national land tenure research workshops, and organ-
ized the Land Economics Institute at the University of Illinois, June 17 to August
8, 1958. Attendance totaled 156, including representatives from 26 states, the
District of Columbia, and eight foreign countries. Participants included repre-
sentatives of USDA, the Department of Commerce, the Department of the
Interior and the State Department.

The name of the committee was changed to the Interregional Land
Economics Research Committee in 1964, and to the Interregional Resource
Economics Committee in 1969. The committee had significant impact on
USDA and state research and education on land tenure, economics and resource
issues.

The Southwest and Southeast Land Economics Committees combined to
form the Southern Land Economics Committee in 1964. With the formation of
the Northeast Land Economics Committee in 1964, all of the regions in the
United States had a committee in land economics.

Reflecting the evolution of priority agricultural issues, the research efforts of
land economics committees were redirected to problems associated with alter-
native uses of land and water, the efficiency of these uses, and control of these
resources. Problems varied with the geographic nature, climatic conditions, and
resource use patterns of each region. Regional problems studied included:
resource use for outdoor recreation; legal-economic aspects of agricultural
resource use and development; regional development and interregional compe-
tition; competition among urban, industrial and agricultural uses of land; and
the role of land taxes in financing local government services. Problems of the
individual farmer studied included: farm land prices and acquiring farm owner-
ship; equitable farm leases; agricultural credit needs; farm transfers; and legal
aspects of the farm business.

These committees produced a large number of publications widely used
with farm groups by extension workers. Many publications were the direct result
of the interaction and collaboration of committee members. The result was
higher-quality educational materials available for use with much larger audi-
ences than would have been possible if each state produced its own materials.

The issues of land economics changed over time, with many in the late 1960s
and early 1970s taken up by resource policy economists, business analysts, the
legal profession and farm management economists. This resulted in the
Foundation’s decision in the mid-1970s to decrease support of research commit-
tees and focus support on workshops and seminars.

Farm Management. The rapid pace of technological change in agriculture
following World War II led to larger and more complex farming operations that
demanded more managerial expertise. In April 1946, Farm Foundation spon-
sored an exploratory conference of individuals interested in farm management.
Participants represented departments of agricultural economics at the
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University of Minnesota, University of Wisconsin, University of Illinois, Farm
Credit Administration and USDA Bureau of Agricultural Economics. The prob-
lems discussed included: farm size and economies of scale; human factors in
farming; helping young people start farming; work simplification; farm build-
ings; equitable rental rates; supervised farming; maintaining capital; farm
management methodology; and closer relation between research and extension.

That meeting resulted in a second meeting later the same year of represen-
tatives of research and extension in farm management from all 13 North Central
states. Also in attendance were representatives of USDA’s Bureau of
Agricultural Economics and Extension Service, Cornell University and Farm
Foundation. Participants were asked to determine the value of initiating regional
programs dealing with management factors that significantly affect net incomes
from farming. The group recommended organizing working committees in
research and extension to address problems such as: economics of soil conserva-
tion; impacts of technological changes in farm practices; use of farm records in
improving farm decisions and lowering farm costs; farm and home planning
techniques; effective allocation and use of capital and credit; and farmers’
income tax problems.

A request was made to the Association of Land-Grant Colleges and
Universities (that later became the National Association of State Universities
and Land-Grant Colleges) to organize regional research and extension commit-
tees. The North Central Farm Management Committee first met early in 1947.
It included representatives from Land Grant colleges, USDA Bureau of
Agricultural Economics and the Federal Extension Service. The directors of an
experiment station and an extension service served as liaisons. The committee
exists to this day, meeting semi-annually to discuss common problems and create
or share educational materials for use in all the states involved.

In 1949, similar committees in farm management research and extension
were formed in 12 Southern states to develop recommendations for farmers on
organization, choice of enterprises, types of farm and home practices, reduction
in costs of production, and income tax problems. This committee continues to
function today.

In 1951, Farm Foundation sponsored formation of research and extension
regional farm management committees in the 12 Northeastern states. The
problem areas included: getting started in farming; needed adjustments in
Northeastern farming; economics of grassland farming; methods of doing farm
management research work; labor use and management; and farmers’ income
tax problems. This committee no longer exists.

In 1953, the Foundation sponsored formation of an extension committee of
the 11 Western states to develop a regional approach to farm and home planning
as a basic part of the extension program. The committee also developed educa-
tional programs in planning farm adjustments and reducing costs of farm
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production. A Western research committee was established by the Western
Agricultural Economics Research Council and supported by the Foundation in
1955. The Western Extension Farm Management Committee continues to
thrive and meet annually.

The committees played a catalytic role in the development of new ideas and
projects to help farmers and farm managers successfully manage their enter-
prises. For example, the application of economic logic and statistical methods to
the problems of farm management was enhanced by committee workshops,
seminars, and resulting research and extension projects. Extension publications,
both state and multi-state were produced. Professional journal publications, as
well as state experiment station bulletins from research committees, led the
direction of methodology and progress in farm management research. The focus
was not only on the microeconomics of the farm but the macroeconomics of the
agricultural and rural sector of the U.S. economy and its role in the world
economy.

These regional committees fostered application of computers to manage-
ment problems for farm production and marketing. Growth in use of personal
computers by farmers has been aided by computer programs developed from
committee activities. Extension farm management committee members con-
tribute each year to the Farmer’s Tax Guide, published and distributed by the U.S.
Internal Revenue Service.

In 1983, Gayle S. Willett, economist with Washington State University
Cooperative Extension, noted: “As a result of the professional benefits I have
gained from the regional meetings sponsored by the Farm Foundation, I have
been able to more effectively conduct an extension farm management educa-
tional program in the state of Washington. Such increased effectiveness, in turn,
improves the ability of our clientele (e.g., farmers, ranchers, and agricultural
lenders) to more effectively allocate scarce resources among competing uses,
thereby improving income and living standards.”9

Support for the farm management research committees was discontinued
in the late 1960s, as it was for research committees in other areas. Support for
extension farm management committees continued until 1999, when a
Foundation policy change discontinued support for most committees. The
focus changed to workshops and seminars on specific priority farm manage-
ment problems, research and extension needs. Some extension committees
continue to seek periodic Farm Foundation support for projects or conferences
they organize.

Agricultural Marketing. In surveys of farmers’ needs in the early 1950s, mar-
keting consistently surfaced as a primary concern. In December 1956, the
Western Agricultural Economics Research Council (WAERC), comprised of
organizational economics department heads, with the support of Farm
Foundation, brought together marketing researchers from the Western states and
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USDA to explore formation of a regional group to: discuss broad marketing prob-
lems and areas; make a critical review of regional marketing research projects;
and establish priority areas of research and specific projects. The group recom-
mended the committee function to: coordinate and develop subject matter and
research methodology in marketing research; appraise marketing research in
progress or completed in the Western region; and suggest means to resolve possi-
ble difficulties in administrative procedure of regional marketing projects.

At the 1957 meeting, the committee recommended that WAERC establish
Western Regional Marketing Projects on procurement, organization and prac-
tices of large-scale food retailers, and on economic analysis of direct buying of
livestock in the West. In 1959, there was a joint meeting of the Western
Marketing and Farm Management Research Committees.

The North Central Agricultural Marketing Extension Committee was
established in 1957 to expand and activate marketing work. Four areas were
selected for study and possible regional extension programs: 

• Improve the pricing efficiency in marketing hogs, and the significance of the
lean hog and lean pork;

• Prepare and exchange between states basic information on marketing;
• Determine and extend the most effective business management tools for

individual firms; and
• Determine the needed extension program in egg and poultry marketing.

Information was developed on marketing hogs and pork products, as well as
poultry and eggs; the preparation and exchange of marketing information among
states; and development of business management principles in marketing exten-
sion programs.

The North Central Marketing Research Committee was established in 1959
to set priorities for regional research on pricing systems, market structure,
market organization, marketing risk and management. Extension marketing
committees were formed in the South, West and Northeast in 1962-1964. These
committees defined emerging problems, and developed and conducted educa-
tional programs to assist farmers, marketing firm managers, and consumers with
marketing decisions.

Some of these committees continue to stimulate research and education on
important issues. Extension committees continue to receive Farm Foundation
support on a project-by-project basis.

Rural Sociology. In 1949-1950, Farm Foundation initiated a comprehensive
study of research and extension activities, applying the principles of sociology to
the economic and social problems of farm families. Foundation Trustees were
concerned about problems in human relations and farm families caused by
changes in farming and rural areas. Following a survey of all the Land Grant 
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colleges, personal interviews were done with 915 Land Grant college administra-
tors, USDA administrators and representatives of farm organizations. The
report of the study, Human Relations in Agriculture and Rural Life,10 was widely
distributed to sociologists, farm organizations and colleges.

This study led to the Foundation’s sponsorship of a regional group of rural
sociology research, teaching and extension specialists from the North Central
states in 1951. The committee was responsible for developing research findings
and improving education techniques to advance human relations in rural areas.
Lines of inquiry included:

• impacts of population change and migration on agriculture in the North
Central states;

• methods of stimulating acceptance of new technology by farmers;
• changing social relations as a result of new technology; and
• improving extension in rural sociology.

The committee had research and extension members from each state until
the late 1960s when support for research committees was discontinued.

A Northeast Rural Sociology Committee was established in 1956. A
Western committee was formed in 1964 and a Southern committee in 1968.
These committees dealt with a wide range of problems in agriculture, rural life
and rural communities. Social action leading to rural development was an early
emphasis and led to concern for development activities in rural communities,
universities and government. Other topics included the impacts of population
change and migration, sociological implications of vertical integration, farm
labor issues, including assimilation of Mexican-American farm workers, farmers’
organizations and movements, and rural poverty. The committees stimulated
new research and extension projects in the areas of health, education, local gov-
ernment and rural employment opportunities. After Foundation support for
research committees was terminated in the 1970s, some seminars and work-
shops supported by the Foundation had a sociological content.

Rural Development. The Foundation established rural development as one
of its main program areas in 1970, based on its goal to stem the decline in rural
communities and improve the quality of rural life. Rural development extension
committees were established in the Western, North Central and Southern
regions in 1970-71. The committees were composed of representatives of several
of the social science disciplines, with the goal of increasing the scope and effec-
tiveness of extension education efforts in community resource development.
Objectives were to:

• Identify problems of a regional or sub-regional nature, on which educational
programs could be effectively conducted;
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• Recommend priorities for community resource development educational
programs;

• Recommend community resource development extension training pro-
grams (state, regional, or national) and/or conduct training sessions;

• Develop, evaluate and exchange alternative methods of conducting educa-
tional programs on community resource development problems; and

• Combine staff resources to prepare educational materials.

The Western Agricultural Economics Research Council formed a commit-
tee for community and human resource development in 1969. The committee
had four substantive meetings where papers were presented on development
problems and methods of research. Topics included: migration in the West; rural
development and the quality of rural life; the rural poor; social and economic
problems faced by Mexican-Americans; information needs of state welfare and
health agencies; and research methods to deal with community and human
resource development problems. 

Many of the rural development activities were concerned with strengthen-
ing the research and extension activities of Land Grant universities and USDA
to deal with the nonagricultural problems of rural communities. These activities
led to useful perspectives on rural development, educational materials for citi-
zens, and training programs for university professionals. Publications were
developed on such topics as: health education and rural health care; human rela-
tions resources; non-metropolitan community services; power structures,
community leadership and social action; coping with growth; incoming popula-
tion to rural communities; and policy issues and dilemmas in rural development.

Research Strategy. In 1970, the North Central Experiment Station
Directors reorganized their research committees, replacing the land economics,
farm management, marketing and rural sociology research committees with

Howard Diesslin 
Farm Foundation Associate Managing Director, 1954-1962

A native of LaPorte County, Indiana, Howard Diesslin received most of his undergradu-

ate and graduate training at Purdue University. Prior to his service with Farm

Foundation, he was an associate professor of agricultural economics at Purdue where

he focused on research and teaching in agricultural finance and farm management.

Diesslin was associate managing director of Farm Foundation 1954-1962. He returned

to Purdue as professor of agricultural economics and director of the Indiana Coopera-

tive Extension Service in 1962. In 1983, Diesslin accepted a position with the National

Association of State Universities and Land Grant Colleges as the first executive director

for extension. He retired from Purdue in 1988 as professor emeritus of agricultural eco-

nomics. 
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three new research strategy committees: commercial agriculture; natural
resource development; and community and human resource development. The
goal was to pool knowledge from all appropriate sources in major problem-
solving efforts. The committees were effective in focusing on problems from a
wider range of perspectives. They continued until the 1970s when the
Foundation switched to support of seminars and workshops.

Administrative. Fostering institutional change in the Land Grant university
system became an important focus of Farm Foundation in the late 1960s and
early 1970s, reflecting increasing concern over the need to address national
issues and maximize limited resources. The Foundation assisted in the forma-
tion of the North Central Extension Program Leaders Committee in 1968. Its
goal was to improve program leadership through the study of program direction
and development. The committee aided coordination and cooperation of multi-
state extension programs.

Formed in 1978, the North Central Council of Administrative Heads,
Agriculture was comprised of deans of agriculture at the Land Grant universi-
ties. It provided an opportunity to exchange ideas on problems, operations and
programs. The council has now become inactive.

Summary. Regional committees provided a means of pooling experiences
and expertise beyond state borders. They reduced duplication of effort and saved
resources for state research stations and extension services. Coordination broad-
ened concepts, aided long-term planning, and gave more direction to priority
research and extension activities. Discussions helped identify emerging priority
problems, produced new research and extension approaches, and resulted in
professional improvement of researchers and educators to better serve society.
However, as agricultural problems became more focused and national in scope,
Farm Foundation support shifted to the national focus that continues today.

From 1940 to 1970, Farm Foundation used Land Grant university regional
committees as a vehicle to leverage and direct Foundation programs. This strat-
egy initially reflected the overwhelming need for travel money that prevented all
but a limited number of research and extension staff from sharing their expert-
ise and experience. These regional efforts, which included USDA support, were
highly productive.

By the 1960s, there was a shift from resource scarcity to a focus on specific
complex problem areas, such as the evolution of world markets, increased risk,
vertical integration, environmental issues, and the decline of rural communities.
These were national problems that could best be addressed on a problem-spe-
cific basis. In the 1970s, Farm Foundation staff and Board adjusted to this change
by discontinuing support for regional research committees, and focusing on
problem-specific activities.
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Noted Board Members

• Ezra T. Benson was U.S. Secretary of Agriculture 1953-1961 in the administration

of Dwight D. Eisenhower. In 1985, he became president of the Church of Jesus

Christ of Latter-day Saints. He died in 1994. Benson was a member of Farm Foun-

dation’s Board from 1946-1949.

• Porter Jarvis started as a trainee in the pork department of Swift & Company in

1926. By 1955, he had risen to be president of what was then the world’s largest

meat packer. Jarvis served on Farm Foundation’s Board of Trustees from 1952-

1962.

• Allan B. Kline rose through the ranks of the Iowa Farm Bureau, serving as president

from 1943-1947. He led the American Farm Bureau Federation from 1947-1954.

Kline was a consultant to the Eisenhower administration on agricultural policy and

a vocal critic of fixed price supports on farm commodities. He was a member of

Farm Foundation’s Board of Trustees from 1940-1950, 1951-1961, and 1962-1968.

He served two terms as chairman of the board, 1954-1961 and 1964-1968.

• James L. Kraft worked odd jobs until he became a cheese merchant. First distrib-

uting and later making cheese, Kraft sought to give cheese longer-lasting

qualities. After years of research, he developed pasteurized process cheese in

1916. Since his cheese could be shipped long distances, the U.S. government pur-

chased 6 million tons of Kraft cheese to feed soldiers during World War I. The

company he founded became a household name. Kraft served on Farm Founda-

tion’s Board from 1947-1952.
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Chapter 7

The National Public
Policy Education

Committee
“Work in public policy education presents special problems. Controversial issues are
often involved. Our task is not to suggest the solution of such issues, but to present all
of the circumstances, options and consequences to be taken into consideration in reach-
ing decisions thereon.”1

—Report of June 1949 meeting which developed 
the National Public Policy Education Committee

The role of public policy in agriculture and rural America interested both
Farm Foundation’s founders and staff. Under Henry Taylor’s direction,
the topic was treated as a research interest rather than a programming

focus. In the late 1940s, Managing Director Frank Peck recognized an increasing
need to inform the public of the consequences of public policy decisions. Peck,
along with a far-sighted group of Land Grant university and USDA profession-
als, realized that the key for increasing public understanding of complex issues
was an effective analysis of the policy options and consequences. They began
work on a series of activities that would lead to formation of the National Public
Policy Education Committee (NPPEC) and regional policy committees.2

Throughout the 1940s and 1950s, citizens in farming and rural areas sought
more education about policy options and consequences. Their opinions differed
widely on the extent to which government should be involved in issues and their
organizations took specific positions on the option they preferred. Extension
educators and administrators from Land Grant universities and USDA saw the
need for developing methods for public policy education. In June 1949, the
USDA Federal Extension Service convened a conference, “Educational Work on
Public Problems and Their Relationship to Agriculture,” “...to review what is
being done, consider problems that are being encountered, and work together on

Admin
Text Box
To Table of Contents



Farm Foundation

108

suggestions that would be helpful in a further development of the work.”3 The 44
conference participants included Peck and representatives from 18 state exten-
sion services, the Bureau of Agricultural Economics, Federal Extension and
university professionals.

During the conference, it became apparent that programming and emphasis
varied widely across the United States. There was opportunity for coordination
and cooperation among the various state, federal and university entities. Further
development was needed in scope and objectives, educational methods and
source material.

Farm Foundation staff realized that the Foundation was a perfect organiza-
tion to serve in the coordinating role. In July 1949, Peck convened a meeting at
the Union League Club in Chicago to “explore ways and means of increasing the
knowledge and stimulating the interest of rural groups in public policy subjects
important to rural life and public well-being.”4 Participants included: Joseph
Ackerman, Farm Foundation; F.V. Beck, Rutgers University; J. Carroll Bottum,
Purdue University; H.C.M. Case, University of Illinois; F.F. Elliott, Bureau of
Agricultural Economics, USDA; G.W. Forster, North Carolina State University;
Charles M. Hardin, University of Chicago; F.F. Hill, Cornell University; G.E.
Lord, Agricultural Extension Service, Maine; J.H. McLeod, University of
Tennessee; P.E. Miller, University of Minnesota; Tyrus R. Timm, Texas A&M
College; H.R. Stucky, Montana State College; and Lawrence M. Vaughan,
Federal Extension Service, USDA.

Here is how Peck summarized the meeting discussion and Farm
Foundation’s interest in the field of public policy education:

“For the past twenty years significant public policy in agriculture
has profoundly affected the economic, social, and political destiny of
this country. National experience with programs designed to promote
the economic status of the agricultural industry has focused peculiar
national attention upon relationships between agriculture and the
balance of the economy.

“Presently, there is mounting interest in the fashioning of such a
policy and program development as will achieve a common objective of
farm welfare in line with the advancement of the general welfare. It is
time that all segments of our intelligent population better understand
all phases of existing and of proposed policies that bear so directly upon
the levels of living that will prevail in our economy over at least the next
quarter of a century.

“There is being manifested an experienced need, that constitutes
almost a demand, that educational institutions, essentially those with
extension resources, assume the leadership required to stimulate consid-
eration and discussion of important public questions. This does not
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mean in any sense embarking upon a program of supporting, advocat-
ing, condemning, or advising what points of view or what judgments
participants in discussions may embrace—the teaching function clearly
is one of stimulating and leading consideration of all sides and angles of
any given policy or hypothesis.

“In keeping with its objective of promoting better understanding by
rural people of those forces and influences that bear upon their eco-
nomic, social, and spiritual welfare, the Farm Foundation proposes to
explore ways and means of increasing the knowledge and of stimulating
the interest of rural groups in public policy subjects important to rural
life and to public well-being.

“A project in this field falls into three major lines of emphasis:
(1) The subject matter that is basic as resource material for discus-

sion.
(2) The methods of organizing group discussion and leading partic-

ipants into orderly reasoning and logical analysis.
(3) The training of competent personnel to lead this field.
“It would appear that while researchers in this field are important

and that urgent needs exist for attempting to measure the experiences
of national farm programs of the past fifteen years, there is available a
substantial amount of resource material as background for discussion
purposes. Therefore, Farm Foundation at this time proposes to build a
project involving relations with the land-grant [sic] colleges around the
second and third major needs, namely the improvement of methodol-
ogy and the training of personnel as the two principal limiting elements
in this field.”5

The meeting resulted in a motion to organize a national committee on agri-
cultural public policy “to stimulate successful methods of presenting various
issues in the field of public policy to agricultural people.”6 The newly formed
committee elected H.C.M. Case as chairman, and Joseph Ackerman as secretary,
beginning a tradition—the associate managing director (and later vice president)
of Farm Foundation, has been elected secretary each term since.

The newly formed committee passed a resolution “that a three or four day
training school be sponsored by the committee and Farm Foundation, some-
time after January 1, 1950.”7 Carroll Bottum was appointed chairman of a
committee that also included Ackerman, F.F. Hill and Paul Miller to plan the
training school program. “Education and Methods Conference in Public
Policy”8 took place in Chicago, January 19-21, 1950. It brought together 68 indi-
viduals from 38 states to discuss extension’s responsibility in public policy
education. Peck explained Farm Foundation’s role as “...merely to stimulate the
organization and operation of the project...The Foundation had no proposed
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plan to offer, nor does it seek to establish viewpoints or attitudes concerning
public policy questions. It is not concerned with formulating new policies or
stimulating such action by others. It is seeking to advance public understanding,
and because of the general objectives of the Foundation, we emphasize the rural
field rather than the general public.”9

Later in 1950, Farm Foundation sponsored regional conferences10 in Boise,
Idaho,11 Petersham, Massachusetts,12 Madison, Wisconsin,13 and Atlanta,
Georgia,14 to further promote the project and share methodologies for dealing
with complex public policy issues. In early 1951, a subcommittee of Bottum
(chairman), Cagle, Hill and McLeod reviewed reports from the conferences and
found strong support among the extension personnel who had attended.

At the March 2, 1951, NPPEC meeting, it was decided to sponsor a national
agricultural policy conference in fall 1951 for those actively working in the field
of public policy.15 The National Agricultural Policy Conference (later National
Public Policy Education Conference) was born. From a poll of committee
members, the following topics were selected for the first conference: inflation;
the growing interrelationship of agriculture and other segments of the national
economy; how agricultural laws are made; international relationships; and eco-
nomics of production.

Establishing a Focus. The first National Agricultural Policy Conference was
at Allerton Park, Monticello, Illinois, on September 12-13, 1951. Almost imme-
diately, it was decided that a two-day conference did not allow sufficient time for
discussion. A majority of the members favored a four-day conference with a
half-day devoted to discussion of methodology. Thus, a general format for the
conference was established.

The educational philosophy of the conference was also defined early. At the
January 25, 1952, NPPEC meeting, it was decided the conference’s responsibil-
ity was the “presentation of alternatives and their economic implications to
enable people to make a decision regarding what policy they would like to have.”16

Public Policy Education Methodology

1. Identify and define the issue.

2. Develop relevant background facts on the issue.

3. Identify the full range of policy options for dealing with the issue, including the

status quo (current policy) as the baseline.

4. Analyze the consequences for each option using the best neutral experts available.

5. Carefully evaluate the results for objectivity and neutrality.

6. Without advocating any one solution, present the results to policy leaders and let

them decide which option is preferred.

7. If educators are asked for their preferred option, make it clear that such declarations

are not part of their educational role.
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That remains the guiding principle of the conference and of the individual par-
ticipants in their state programs. The primary methodology of the
conference—“the problem definition, policy options and consequences method-
ology”—was closely identified with J. Carroll Bottum and J.B. Kohlmeyer, both
of Purdue University and long associated with the National Public Policy
Education Conference. It is the standard for public policy education in agricul-
ture, rural development, family life and environmental policy as delivered by
extension educators.

Farm Foundation’s commitment to public policy education has been a cen-
terpiece of its programming. While the basic methodology of public policy
education has been constant, the delivery system has been constantly refined.
Typically, National Public Policy Education Conferences have brought together
leaders from government, academia and the private sector, including advocates
of particular positions, to set the stage for discussion of the issues, options and
consequences. The 50th National Public Policy Education Conference was
September 17-20, 2000, in Albany, New York. The half century saw many
aspects of the conference change, yet the need, format and goal of the conference
remained the same.

Over the years, topics explored at National Public Policy Education
Conferences have mirrored national issues, anticipated new concerns, and
explored education methods to increase understanding of policy issues (Table 7.l).

Agricultural policy issues have been consistent themes, especially in years
leading up to new federal legislation, such as the 1988 session, “Priority Issues for
a New Farm Bill” and the 2005 session, “Issues for the 2007 Farm Bill.” After leg-
islation was enacted, sessions over the years have covered the provisions of
specific farm bills. The consequences of past policies have been evaluated in the
discussion of new policy options. After the September 11, 2001 terrorist attacks
canceled the 2001 meeting, the 2002 meeting addressed “Agrosecurity: The
Challenge for Public Policy Education.”

In the early years of the conference, when each commodity tended to have
its own unique program, specific commodities policies were addressed, such as
the 1953 session on “Wheat Price Policy in the United States.” In the 1970s, food
policy was integrated into farm policy as evidenced in the 1976 session, “Food
and Agricultural Policy.”

Trade policy and issues have also been consistent themes, such as the
“International Affairs” session in the original 1951 conference. Trade was antici-
pated as an issue in the 1960s, years before U.S. agriculture became dependent on
world markets and remained a consistent theme at conferences throughout the
1980s and 1990s.

Resource and environmental issues began to receive prominence in the
1970s and have continued since. “The Environment and Quality of Life” was a
1970 session, followed by “Energy Policy” in 1974 and 1977 sessions. In the 1980s
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and 1990s, sessions such as 1988’s “Emerging Resource Issues” and 1997’s
“Administering Environmental Law: Impacts on Private Landowners and Public
Uses” focused on the evolution of environmental policy from national concern to
local impact.

The National Public Policy Education Conference often examined the
implications for agriculture and rural areas of the political process and overall
economic policy issues. The 1951 “Inflation” session and the 1953 “How the
Political Process Works” session illustrate interest in these topics from the start.
This interest continued with examples such as the 1985 session on “Tax Policy
Revision” and the 1996 session on “Changing Federalism.”

Issues concerning the changing nature of structure and industrialization in
agriculture and the food system have been anticipated and addressed since the
1970s. Sessions have included 1971’s “Struggle for Control of the Food System”;
1972’s “Who Will Control Agriculture?”; 1978’s “Policy Options for Small
Farms”; 1980’s “Dispersed vs. Concentrated Agriculture”; 1990’s “Structural
Changes in Food Industries and Public Policy Issues”; and 1997’s
“Industrialization of Agriculture.”

Since NPPEC designed the conference primarily for those actively working
in the field of public policy education, conference notices initially were sent to
the Land Grant extension directors. In the early years Farm Foundation pro-
vided transportation expenses for one individual from each Land Grant, selected
by the extension directors. As the conference’s value was recognized, attendance
increased with many of the attendees being members of the regional public
policy committees. Federal extension service, other USDA agencies, non-profit
organizations and non-Land Grant universities also sent participants. In 1998,
Farm Foundation discontinued travel support for participants from each state,
but continued to provide the funding for the program itself.

Evaluating Results. A mail survey of participants in the 1995-97 confer-
ences indicated participants “highly value the National Public Policy Education
Conference. One hundred and eight of 136 respondents agreed with the state-
ment that the benefits they obtained by attending their most recent Conference
exceeded the costs. Moreover, respondents were pessimistic, in general, that they
could find a conference that would substitute for the National Public Policy
Education Conference. Greenhorns, midlifers, old timers, state people and
others, and extension educators across all program specialties value the confer-
ence without significant differences...the conference, thus, is satisfying a diverse
set of extension educators.”17

Proceedings. From 1951-1998, proceedings of the national conferences were
published under the title, Increasing Understanding of Public Problems and Policies.18

Copies were sent to each state extension director for distribution to every county
office and public policy education specialist. Copies were also distributed to
members of Foundation-supported research committees starting in the early



113

Public Policy Education

1970s. The publication was widely regarded as a resource for extension program-
ming. In 1988, an evaluation questionnaire generated more than 500 responses.
About 60 percent found Increasing Understanding very to moderately useful as an
education resource and for background information.19

Several efforts were made to enhance the usefulness of Increasing
Understanding, such as the decision in 1990 to include abstracts with the articles.
From 1996-1998, an executive summary was published and more widely distrib-
uted “to stimulate interest in public policy issues, to provide educators and other
interested parties with a quick review of the major presentations given at [the
conference] and to serve as a resource for policy education programs.”20

In the 1990s, it became apparent that Increasing Understanding was not as
widely used as an extension education resource as in earlier years. In 1997, Farm
Foundation limited the distribution of free copies to individuals and discontin-
ued unlimited free bulk shipments to state extension offices. Additional copies
were made available at a modest fee; unfortunately, no additional copies were
requested. As the conference began using an increasing number of non-academic
program speakers, it was difficult to obtain publishable manuscripts. With the
emergence and ease of online publishing through Farm Foundation’s Web site
(http://www.farmfoundation.org), publication of Increasing Understanding was
discontinued in 1998. 

A “highlights” publication of the conference was begun as Emerging Issues in
Public Policy 21 in 1999. Emerging Issues captured the essence of the conference, offer-
ing less material than a full proceedings but more material than the executive
summaries. It complemented conference papers and presentation materials posted
on Farm Foundation’s Web site. Emerging Issues was discontinued in 2000. All issues
of Increasing Understanding and Emerging Issues were electronically scanned and are
available through the Internet at AgEcon Search (http://agecon.lib.umn.edu/). 

In the early years, the NPPEC appointed a program committee to identify
possible topics for the next year. Later, planning the upcoming conference
became one of the major duties of the national committee, which generally met
in December in Chicago to plan the fall conference program. Beginning in 1993,
the national committee met to plan the upcoming conference the day following
the current conference. It has drawn on conference participant surveys, rating
speakers and sessions, and suggesting topics for the next conference.

Membership of NPPEC. The NPPEC membership categories have varied,
but have served the committee’s goals. Land Grant members of NPPEC have
been selected by the regional committees. Before 1975, NPPEC membership was
drawn from the following categories:

• Land Grant extension specialists, usually one from each region;
• Research economists, generally one from each region;
• Extension directors, usually one from each region;
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• A representative of the USDA Federal Extension Service;
• Managing director and associate managing director of Farm Foundation;
• Representatives of USDA Economic Research Service; and
• Consultants were also a significant part of the membership of the committee

in the early years. For example, Charles M. Harden, Department of Political
Science, University of Chicago, participated in the meeting leading to the for-
mation of the committee and served as a consultant for a number of years.

Until 1975, NPPEC operated without by-laws. The minutes of the 1974
meeting reflect a feeling that more transparency was needed “…pertaining to
selection of Committee members and conference participants, and the election
of officers.”22 On September 9, 1975, by-laws for NPPEC were approved at a
special meeting of all participants at the 1975 National Public Policy Education
Conference. The by-laws established the membership of the committee to be:

(a) Two representatives each from the North Central, Northeast, Southern
and Western public policy extension education committees, as selected
by those committees.

(b) The managing director and associate managing director of the Farm
Foundation.

(c) One representative designated by the Cooperative Extension Service,
USDA.

(d) The cooperative extension director serving as administrative advisor to
each regional policy committee.”23

Starting in 1985, two representatives each from home economics extension
(now family and consumer sciences) and the 1890 Land Grant colleges were
added to NPPEC to recognize the growing public policy education work by these
groups. In 1996, the by-laws were revised to codify changes made since the 1975
by-laws were approved, and to provide more formalized direction of how
NPPEC members are selected from the regional committees and other institu-
tions represented.

Prior to 1996, NPPEC elected a chair from its ranks. The chair initially
served a two-year term, but since the mid-1970s, served a one-year term. The
1996 by-law revision created a three-year officer term rotation through the posi-
tions of chair-elect, chair and past chair. NPPEC members select the chair-elect
by ballot from a list submitted by the nominating committee. Such an arrange-
ment permits for chair-elects who are not members of NPPEC at the time of
election. It also allows officers to continue on the committee beyond their sched-
uled rotation off.

NPPEC chairs and their election dates are listed in Table 7.2. They have
been predominately policy educators, researchers or administrators with strong
extension programs in their state, and highly regarded by policy educators in
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other states. Ira Ellis, Maine’s representative for many years, was the first county-
level educator elected as NPPEC chairman. Judy Burridge of Oregon was also a
county agent. The regional distribution of the chairs has been relatively even
over time.

Public Policy Education Awards. In 1996, Farm Foundation and NPPEC
inaugurated the R.J. Hildreth Award for Career Achievement in Public Policy
Education “to encourage scholarship and leadership within the policy educa-
tion professional community. It recognizes individuals who have demonstrated
excellence in scholarship and public service through public policy education
programs over their career, mentoring and support of colleagues working on
public issues, and consistently high ethical standards.”24 Up to four outstanding
policy educators have received awards each year, including:

James Christenson, (2006) Ronald D. Knutson (1998)
Keith Collins (2006) J. Paxton Marshall (1996)
Leon Danielson (2002) Jeri P. Marxman (2003)
Ira L. Ellis (1996) Neil Meyer (2001)
Ronald C. Faas (1999) James L. Novak (2005) 
Philip Favero (1999) David B. Patton (2006)
Barry L. Flinchbaugh (1998) Irvin W. Skelton (1997)
A.L. “Roy” Frederick (2000) Georgia L. Stevens (2003)
Harold D. Guither (1996) Barry Stryker (2000)
Alan J. Hahn (1997) Warren L. Trock (2000)
Harold M. Harris, Jr. (1999) Katey Walker (2001)
Lynn R. Harvey (2004) L. Tim Wallace (1996)
Verne W. House (2002) W. Fred Woods (1997)

In 1997, the Outstanding Public Issues Education Program Award was
established to “encourage scholarship and leadership within the policy education
professional community by recognizing education programs that have demon-
strated excellence in scholarship, provided important public service, and
demonstrated innovativeness.”25 Recipients include: 

• Responding Knowledgeably: From Welfare Reform to Well Being (1997) Jean W.
Bauer and Bonnie Braun.

• Iowa’s Pork Industry Dollars and Scents (1998) Bruce Babcock, C. Phillip
Baumel, Mike Duffy, Mark Edelman, Neil Harl, Marvin Hayenga, Dermot
Hayes, Joe Herriges, Wallace Huffman, James Kliebenstein, Cathy Kling,
John Lawrence, Kelvin Leibold, John Miranowski, Peter Orazem, Dan Otto,
John Schroeter, Susan Thompson and Erda Wang.

• The Natural Resources Leadership Institute: Using Conflict Resolution in Public
Issues Education on Controversial Environmental Issues (1998) Mary Lou Addor,
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Leon E. Danielson, Simon K. Garber, Edwin J. Jones, Michael P. Levi, L. Steven
Smutko, Donald H. Graves, Craig L. Infanger and Jennifer A. Thompson.

• Collaboration to Achieve Agreement on Natural Resource Decisions: Different
Approaches to Natural Resource Education in Eastern Nevada (1999) Robert E.
Wilson, Sherman Swanson, Hudson Glimp, Don Holloway, Alice Crites,
Michael Havercamp, Bill Evans, Marlene Reborri, Dan Weigel, Gene
Kolkman, Brent Eldridge, Ray Flake, Richard Carver, Joel Twitchell and
Gerald Miller.

• County Based Multidisciplinary Public Policy Education Program for
Hillsborough County (Tampa) Florida (1999) Michael F. McKinney.

• Local Taxes in Our Community: Understanding Tax Reform in Pennsylvania
(2000) Timothy W. Kelsey, Pennsylvania State University.

• National Survey of State Animal Confinement Policies (2000) Andrew F. Seidl,
Colorado State University; Mark A. Edelman, Iowa State University; Mellie
Warner, Clemson University; Hal Harris, Clemson University; Nelson Bills,
Cornell University; Charles Abdalla, Pennsylvania State University.

• Copin County U.S.A.: A Citizen Involvement Workshop (2001) Jeri Marxman,
University of Illinois; Robin Orr, University of Illinois; Jeanne Warning,
Iowa State University; Katey Walker, Kansas State University.

• Land Use Conflict: When City and Country Clash (2001) Mark A. Edelman,
Iowa State University; David Patton, Ohio State University; Charles W.
Abdalla, Pennsylvania State University; Del Marks, Iowa State University;
Farm Foundation; Kettering Foundation; National Land Use Task Force.

• What the Public Values about Farmland (2005) Mary Ahearn, USDA
Economic Research Service; Charles Abdalla, Pennsylvania State
University; John Bergstrom, University of Georgia; Kevin Boyle, Virgina
Tech University; Tom Daniels, University of Pennsylvania; Julia Freedgood,
American Farmland Trust; Stephan Goetz, Pennsylvania State University;
Fen Hunt, USDA, CSREES; Doug Lawrence, USDA, Natural Resources
Conservation Service; Larry Libby, Ohio State University; and Andrew
Seidl, Colorado State University.

Developing Methods for Public Policy Education. A significant outcome of
the National Public Policy Education Conference has been development of
public policy education methodology. Public policy education in extension
family and consumer sciences (formerly extension home economics) began to
receive attention in the 1970s and 1980s. A task force on public policy education
in home economics was organized through the Extension Committee on
Organization and Policy (ECOP) and received support from Farm Foundation.
The task force’s report, issued in 1984, concluded: “If democracy is to serve as
well in the future as it has in the past, families need to be involved. Many policy
decisions have implications for families, yet often there is no advocate to repre-
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sent their interests. Therefore, the major goal of public policy education in home
economics is to help people effectively represent their families’ interests in the
formation of public policy.”26 The report also stated that families need to under-
stand the public decision-making process, have access to information on issues
and the skills to interact effectively in the policy process.

Accepting the challenge of public policy education helped extension con-
sumer and family economists broaden the scope of their profession and its
contributions. There has been an increase in the participation of extension con-
sumer and family economists in the National Public Policy Education
Conference, as well as an increase in public policy educations programs at state
and local levels.

Farm Foundation, in collaboration with the W.K. Kellogg Foundation,
funded 11 innovative public policy education projects between 1988 and 1992
“to strengthen or develop ongoing public policy education programs and involve
more people and institutions in discussions of agricultural and rural issues.” A
key stipulation for selection was that the project proposal come from a coalition
of two or more organizations. The publication, Educating About Public Issues:
Lessons from Eleven Innovative Public Policy Education Programs, reported an eval-
uation of the projects, lessons learned and how each project fit into the ongoing
process of public policy education.27 This publication has become a valuable
resource for public policy educators.

In 1994, a NPPEC task force prepared Public Issues Education: Increasing
Competence in Resolving Public Issues.28 The publication was a guide for elected
officials, advocacy groups, private citizens and extension educators wishing to
start a process of exploring public issues. It provided a framework for enhancing
the efforts of individuals and organizations to increase understanding of issues
and the process of dealing with them. Updated in 2002, it remains a valuable
resource for public issues education.

These publications are tools to help educators move toward dispute resolu-
tion at various levels, e.g. local and state levels, rather than only doing issue
definition, alternative solutions, and consequences education. They enhance the
way extension professionals help society deal with controversial issues and public
choices.

Cooperation with Other Policy Education Groups. NPPEC has long
worked with other organizations concerned with increasing knowledge of
policy alternatives and consequences by farmers, agricultural business people
and citizens.

The Center for Agricultural Adjustment—later called the Center for
Agricultural and Economic Development—at Iowa State University was formed
in the late 1950s to emphasize the need for “adjustments,” i.e., policies, practices
and ways of doing business in agriculture. The Center received research funding
from the state legislature. A grant from the Kellogg Foundation in 1959
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expanded educational work throughout the country. The Center and NPPEC
developed a number of joint activities.

An Agricultural Policy Institute was established at North Carolina State
College in 1960. A joint steering committee reviewed current and prospective
programs at the Iowa State Center, the Institute and NPPEC to avoid duplica-
tion. Publications were one resulting joint activity. A major workshop examined
the relevancy of research and educational programs in the social sciences in
serving a changing society. Changes brought about through research findings
coming from the colleges of agriculture were explored, and priorities were iden-
tified concerning problems for future consideration.

The steering committee continued until the early 1970s when grant funds
for the Institute expired. In 1971, the Iowa State Center became the Center for
Agricultural and Rural Development (CARD) and took on more of a research
focus. Cooperation between CARD and NPPEC has continued, but the relation-
ship has become less formal and more sporadic.

In 1984, at the request of the Agriculture Committees of the United States
Congress, the Food and Agricultural Policy Research Institute (FAPRI) was
formed as a consortium of policy analysts, led by the University of Missouri and
CARD, to evaluate the quantitative impacts of changes in farm policy proposals.
In times of crises and farm bill development, these analyses, as well as FAPRI’s
annual baseline projections of agricultural prices, costs and financial status, were
presented at NPPEC’s annual conference. Since 1983, the Agricultural and Food
Policy Center at Texas A&M has been a focal point for analyzing farm-level
impacts of policy changes within the FAPRI framework.

With the exception of Increasing Understanding of Public Problems and
Policies, NPPEC publications were frequently co-sponsored with other policy
education groups. (Table 7.3.) The Center for Agricultural and Economic
Adjustment at Iowa State University and the Agricultural Policy Institute at
North Carolina State College were co-sponsors for most of the publications in
the 1960s. The Federal Extension Service/USDA was a co-sponsor for many
publications. USDA’s Economic Research Service also co-sponsored one publi-
cation. State extension services, such as Illinois, Texas and Pennsylvania, also
co-sponsored publications. These were widely distributed within and across
states, and played a significant role in policy education work in the United
States for 50 years.

Trade Policy Education. Expanded programs in foreign agricultural trade
and policy began in 1958, with recognition that relatively little policy education
attention had been given to this area. The foreign trade program under Public
Law 480 was closely related to U.S. farm price and income programs, and many,
especially agricultural people, sought a better understanding of it. In 1959, a pro-
posal developed by NPPEC was approved by the Extension Committee on
Organization and Policy of the Extension Directors, the Foreign Agricultural



119

Public Policy Education

Service, and the Federal Extension Service/USDA. A team of public affairs spe-
cialists was sent to European countries in May and June of 1959, and presented
a detailed report to the cooperating agencies at the 1959 National Public Policy
Education Conference. Teams of seven policy specialists sent to Asia and South
America presented their findings at the 1960 policy conference. Six leaflets,
“World Trade-What are the Issues?,” published in 1962, were one outcome. In
1962, another set of teams was sent to Europe, Africa, the Middle East, Asia and
the Caribbean.

An evaluation of the Extension Foreign Seminar Teams was presented to
NPPEC in 1963. Extension educators found the seminars an excellent method
of acquiring knowledge that enabled them to inform agricultural and business
leaders about foreign markets and the implications for U.S. agriculture and the
economy in general.

In 1969, NPPEC proposed that the Foreign Agricultural Service send three
groups of extension specialists to foreign countries to hone educational programs
dealing with market development and the promotion of U.S. agricultural prod-
ucts. One group went to Asia, one to the free trade area of Europe, and the third
to Yugoslavia, Greece and Spain. The project produced six leaflets in a series,
“Agricultural Trade Policies: What Are the Choices?” A total of 15,500 copies
was distributed for use in extension education throughout the United States.

Policy Training for County-Level Educators. For several years, NPPEC
gave attention to the problems/opportunities of involving and training county-
level extension workers in public policy education. The minutes of the
September 3, 1952, NPPEC meeting state: “Some consideration should be given
to methods of working more specifically on the county level. How can county
workers be involved in a conference? What type of program can be developed for
these people separate from national meetings?”29

In 1953, Farm Foundation established three-week courses in agricultural
policy for county extension educators as part of training schools at seven univer-
sities: Colorado State University, University of Wisconsin, University of
Arkansas, Cornell University, University of Arizona, North Carolina State
University and the University of Minnesota. The Foundation also provided
scholarships for county extension educators to attend the courses. A total of 71
agents participated the first year. Initially, the Foundation paid two-thirds of the
cost, not exceeding $100 to any one individual. The amount of the grant
increased over the years. In 1955, 91 scholarships were provided to agents from
41 states. The number of agents participating ranged from 70 to 110 during the
1960s.

NPPEC coordinated course content, and many of the courses were taught
by NPPEC members. Starting in the 1980s, scholarships were also provided for
extension management courses. The extension schools were discontinued in the
mid-1990s.
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NPPEC Projects. NPPEC, in concert with the regional committees, devel-
oped a number of public policy related projects.

• Who Will Control U.S. Agriculture? This project illustrates the interaction
of research and extension specialists in bringing national attention to an
issue which continues to fester. Farm Foundation attention to this issue
began with a 1960s seminar on policy issues related to industrialization of
agriculture. This was followed by publication of Who Will Control U.S.
Agriculture?, which included data on the increasing concentration of agricul-
ture and agribusiness. It was subsequently used by extension public policy
educators to develop a set of leaflets on options for control of agriculture,
including corporate control, cooperative control, and decentralized control.
Policy options and consequences were discussed for each control structure.
The extension materials were used throughout the United States in
national, regional, state and county meetings, all of which were well
attended by diverse interests expressing a wide range of views. Discussion
was often passionate on all sides of the issue. While it is difficulty to tie spe-
cific legislative action to this activity, the level of awareness of the issue and
the quality of the debate were increased.

• Farm Bill Options and Consequences. Beginning with the Iowa State
University and North Carolina State University activities in the late 1950s,
Farm Foundation and its Land Grant university committee structure
became a focal point for farm policy education. Recognizing the widely
divergent views on this issue, ranging from no program to production con-
trols, with particular farm organizations advocating the extremes, Farm
Foundation and its public policy education committees have explained the
options and consequences for virtually every farm bill since the early
1960s. Within NPPEC, initial leadership centered in the North Central
Policy Committee with the universities of Illinois, Minnesota, Missouri,
Purdue and Kansas State being key contributors. In the late 1970s, leader-
ship began to shift to the Southern Public Affairs Committee with Texas
A&M, Clemson and Oklahoma State being prominent. Regardless of
which region or university was in a leadership position, a concerted effort
was made to seek the best expertise in all Land Grant universities and
USDA as authors of leaflets. Farm Foundation leveraged support for
authors’ meetings from cooperative agreements with USDA, particularly
Federal Extension and the Economic Research Service. Leaflets were ini-
tially printed by Farm Foundation; beginning in the 1970s, page proofs
were provided to the state extension services, which reproduced them,
often under their name with attribution to Farm Foundation. Project
leaders often present the educational materials to Congressional staff,
sometimes in Agriculture Committee hearings. Congressional Committee
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compliments were expressed when the policy options were presented for
each of the major farm bill titles. Recognizing the need for objectivity,
policy options were never written for the research and extension title of
the farm bill.

• Land Use Policy. In 1999, Farm Foundation and the Kettering Foundation
teamed with NPPEC under the leadership of Iowa State University to
develop the policy education program, Land Use Conflict: When City and
Country Clash. It was designed to explain the options for state and local gov-
ernments confronting issues of rural-urban sprawl. Policy options analyzed
ranged from the free market to redeveloping central cities as a means of
reducing pressures on suburban and rural area development. This publica-
tion became a key introductory national educational guide for land use
conflicts in both rural areas and on the rural-urban fringe, and is still in
demand today.

Regional Public Policy Committees. In 1963, Farm Foundation received a
$60,000 grant from the Ford Foundation to support education programs for
public affairs specialists and administrators in the agricultural extension serv-
ices. The project was developed by NPPEC in cooperation with the Center for
Agricultural and Economic Development at Iowa State University, the
Agricultural Policy Institute of North Carolina State University and the Federal
Extension Service/USDA. Regional extension directors proposed creating four
regional public affairs committees: North Central, Northeast, Southern and
Western.30

A planning committee was organized in each region. The regions had been
established as regional subcommittees of NPPEC in 1950. Farm Foundation
staff participated in the meetings, which resulted in plans of action. The
Southern, North Central and Western Committees met at the National Public
Policy Education Conference in College Station, Texas, in September 1964. The
Northeast Committee had its first meeting December 1965, in Hartford,
Connecticut. Membership of each regional committee included a representative
from each state, the Federal Extension Service, an administrative advisor
appointed by the extension directors, and a Farm Foundation staff member.

These regional committees enhanced the previously ad hoc cooperation
within the four regional subcommittees of NPPEC. Work began in earnest on
developing extension public policy education programs in the states and regions.
By 1966, the North Central Committee had developed a series of six leaflets,
“Occupational Education and Training for Tomorrow’s World of Work,” pub-
lished by Michigan State University. A conference at Purdue University
addressed public policies related to water resources.

In 1965, the major activity of the Northeast Committee was organizing a
land use seminar for extension educators. An indication of the impacts of this
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regional activity was that the Northeast Committee and its Land Grant univer-
sity affiliates continued to be a focal point for land use and rural-urban conflict
issues. With the demise of the Northeast Committee in the early 2000s, that role
shifted to the Northeast Regional Center for Rural Development.

The Southern Committee, in cooperation with the Agricultural Policy
Institute at North Carolina State University, developed a slide presentation on
human resource development for local and state extension educators. It also
developed educational materials on cotton policy and general agricultural policy
development. Both areas of work continue to be an ongoing part of the Southern
Committee’s work. The Western Committee prepared educational materials on
land and water policy, taxation, farm labor, finance and increasing educational
opportunities of rural people. The Western Committee has remained a center of
expertise on water and labor policy.

These early efforts had significant impact on extension public policy educa-
tion at the state and local levels, and the committees have continued to be
productive in their regions as well as at the national level. As needs in the regions
have evolved, so have differences in the direction of the committees, reflecting the
nature of regional problems and the expertise of extension staff. For instance, the
Southern Committee has a greater interest in agricultural policy compared to the
Northeast Committee’s later focus on consumer, land use and community issues.

Farm Foundation shifted to a priority-area focus for its project activities in
the early 1990s. After the 1998-99 fiscal year, Farm Foundation discontinued
line item support for the regional Extension committees, but continues to
sponsor regional activities on a project-by-project basis. Some of the regional
Extension committees continue to function, although their activities have
become more focused, as the number of extension public policy educators has

Move to the Electronic Age

At the 1983 National Committee meeting, “Ron Knutson [of Texas A&M University] pre-

sented a proposal to exchange policy information via the electronic mail system. After

discussion, the NPPEC decided to establish a Subcommittee on Electronic Mail to work

with federal extension to investigate the feasibility of the proposal, the types of serv-

ices which could be provided, who would pay the costs involved, and how policy

specialists would get access the material on the system.”31 The committee investigated

the concept and concluded it was not feasible at that time due to the lack of access to

electronic mail. The concept was re-examined in 1987-88. In discussing the continuing

efforts in 1988, Fred Woods [of USDA/CSREES] related: “Technical problems should be

cleared up by the first of the year and it would be possible to put up policy information

on a bulletin board. ERS reports, abstracts, working papers, etc. might be put on the

board.”32 In 1989, an electronic bulletin board was established, jointly supported by the

Economic Research Service and Federal Extension Service. This system was the prede-

cessor of the USDA’s Internet presence.
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declined and responsibility for public issues education has become more dis-
persed among a variety of extension educators.

Changing Times. As NPPEC evolved, the professional diversity of partici-
pants expanded. Proceedings publication became less academic, eventually
migrating to the Internet. In the late 1990s, attendance at the National Public
Policy Education Conference started to decline due to several factors. The
number of positions in the Extension system devoted to policy education work
declined over the years. The reorganization of USDA in the 1990s placed
Extension in a less visible position, and USDA ceased to play a leadership role in
NPPEC. The reduced number of policy education positions in the Extension
system, particularly in the Northeast and Western regions, strained the regional
committee system. It became obvious that some people attended the conference
only because Farm Foundation paid their way to the event. In 1998, when Farm
Foundation started phasing out travel support, attendance declined further.

At the 2006 National Public Policy Conference in Fayetteville, Arkansas,
Farm Foundation and the NPPEC leadership decided to discontinue the
National Public Policy Education Committee and the annual conference, and
develop a new institutional framework for public policy education. While there
is ample evidence that the need for objective public policy education remains
great, the existing institutions and methods are not working.

In the beginning, NPPEC was a partnership of Farm Foundation, the Land
Grant system and USDA. In recent years, only Farm Foundation was providing
financial resources for the effort. Farm Foundation remains committed to public
policy education because it lies at the root of the Foundation’s mission. But this
effort cannot succeed without partners. Farm Foundation is seeking ways to
reinvent the partnership for the 21st century. Perhaps it is time for another
meeting of the type when NPPEC began, involving leading university agriculture
administrative heads, USDA extension and research leaders, and key public
policy educators who know the historical context of this highly productive
program. Together, they may be able to create a new partnership for public issues
education.



Farm Foundation

124

Table 7.1
Locations and Subjects Discussed at the National Public Policy Education
Conference, 1951-2006 

Year

1951

1952

1953

1954

1955

1956

1957

1958

1959

1960

1961

1962

Location

Allerton Park, 

Monticello, Illinois

Allerton Park, 

Monticello, Illinois

Allerton Park,

Monticello, Illinois

Allerton Park,

Monticello, Illinois

American Baptist

Assembly, 

Green Lake, Wisconsin

Montreat, 

North Carolina

Turkey Run State Park,

Marshall, Indiana

Gull Lake Biological

Station, Hickory

Corners, Michigan

YMCA Conference

Grounds, Estes Park,

Colorado

Lake Hope State Park,

Zaleski, Ohio

Rock Eagle 4-H Club

Center, Eaton, Georgia

Gull Lake Biological

Station, Hickory

Corners, Michigan

Topics

International Affairs • Inflation • Agricultural Production Policy •

Interrelations of Agriculture and Other Segments of Our

National Economy

The Farmer’s Stake in Foreign Trade • Taxes and the Federal

Budget • Farm Price and Income Supports

Wheat Price Policy in the United States • A Price-Support Policy

for Farm Commodities • Old-Age and Survivors Insurance •

How the Political Process Works

Expanding Outlets for American Farm Products • Alternative

Methods of Stabilizing Farm Income • Increasing the

Effectiveness of Public Policy Education 

Taxation in Relation to Changing Demand for Services • Water

Problems and Policies • Economic Growth and Stability •

Problems of Low-Income People in Rural Areas

The Nature of Education in Agricultural Policy • Agricultural

Policy in a Changing Economy • Balancing Supply and Demand

• Extension’s Role in Rural Development

Issues in Agricultural Policy • Appraisal of Agricultural Programs

• Experiences in Public Policy Programs • Effective Public Policy

Education

Approaches to Solving the Income Problem of Commercial

Agriculture • Major Problems and Trends in Farm Policy •

Research in Agricultural Policy • Extension Education in Farm

Policy • Agricultural Programs Around the World 

International Relations and Agricultural Trade • Farm Price and

Income Policy Programs • Problems and Trends in Agricultural

Policy • Local and State Financing • Land Use

Farm and Economic Policy • The Farm Problem-What Are the

Choices? • Foreign Agricultural Trade Policy • The Land-Grant

System and Public Affairs Education • Economic Growth

Extension Education in Farm Policy • Economic Development •

Marketing Agreements and Orders • International Trade and

American Agriculture

Foreign Policy Alternatives • Agricultural Policy Issues •

Educational Policies and Methods • State and Local Taxation

Policies
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Year

1963

1964

1965

1966

1967

1968

1969

1970

1971

1972

1973

1974

1975

Location

Nebraska Center for

Continuing Education,

Lincoln, Nebraska

Texas A&M University,

College Station, Texas

Allerton Park,

Monticello, Illinois

Lake Hope State Park,

Zaleski, Ohio

Estes Park, Colorado

Sequoyah State Park,

Wagoner, Oklahoma

Williamsburg, Virginia

Pokagon State Park,

Indiana

Custer State Park, South

Dakota

New England Center,

Durham, New

Hampshire

Cragun’s Resort, Gull

Lake, Minnesota

Osage House, Lake of

the Ozarks, Missouri

Inn-at-the-Park, Clymer,

New York

Topics

Economic Development • Foreign Trade and Aid Issues •

Evaluation of Agricultural Programs • Improving Policy

Education Programs

Education in a Democratic Society • Meeting Our International

Obligations • Farm Policy Issues-1965 and Beyond • Extension

Programs in Public Policy

Emerging Foreign Policy Issues • New Directions: Trade, Aid,

Farm Policy • Politics and Agricultural Policy • Human Resource

Development Issues

Meeting World Food Needs • The Food Marketing System • The

Crisis in Cotton • Breaking the Poverty Cycle • Helping People

Solve Public Problems

Southeast Asia Policy Alternatives • Response to World Food

Outlook • Policies for Commercial Agriculture • Minimum

Family Income Proposals • Community Development Policy 

Extension Public Affairs Programs • United States’ Role in World

Affairs • Agricultural Policy Alternatives • Rural Poverty

Successful Extensions Programs • Inflation and Economic

Growth • Competitive Structure for Agriculture • Foreign Trade

and Development • The Changing Structure of American

Society

The University’s Role in Public Policy Education • Policy Issues

for the Seventies • Income Maintenance Programs •

Environment and Quality of Life

Who Makes National Policy? • Struggle for Control of the Food

System • Where Will People Live and Work?

Current Economic Policy • Who Will Control Agriculture? • Rural

Development • Property Rights and Land Use • Policy

Education

Energy Policy Issues • Policy Education Methods • Land Use

Policy • Agriculture and Foreign Trade • New Policy Perspectives

and Dimensions

State of the Economy • Food Policy • Energy Issues • Land Use

Policy and Planning • Improving the Performance of

Government

The U.S. Economic System • Energy and Transportation • World

Food Issues • Domestic Food and Farm Policy • Public Policy

Education in Perspective
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Year

1976

1977

1978

1979

1980

1981

1982

1983

1984

1985

1986

1987

Location

Illinois Beach Lodge,

Zion, Illinois

Inn at Otter Crest, Otter

Rock, Oregon

Burr Oak State Park,

Ohio

Provincetown,

Massachusetts

Crest Resort, Vail,

Colorado

Stone Mountain Inn,

Stone Mountain,

Georgia

Interlaken Lodge, Lake

Geneva, Wisconsin

Illinois Beach Resort,

Zion, Illinois

Airlie House, Airlie,

Virginia

Inn of the Hills, Kerrville,

Texas

Denver, Colorado

Kennebunkport, Maine

Topics

The U.S. Political Economy • Food and Agricultural Policy •

Impacts of Judicial and Regulatory Decision Making • Energy

Policy

Federal Policy Process • U.S. Energy Policy • World Food—U.S.

Policy Choices • 1977 Food and Agricultural Legislation • Agent

Training and Leadership Development 

Food and Nutrition Policy • Policy Options for Small Farms •

International Agricultural Trade • The Land-Grant System and

Public Policy

Controlling Inflation: Alternative Approaches, Impacts, and

Implications • Policy Legislative Process

Dispersed vs. Concentrated Agriculture • Ethics of Public Policy

• Productivity • Rural Transportation • Energy Policy Issues •

Policy Issues and Educational Approaches

Government Programs and Individual Decisions • Public

Support of Research and Extension • Agriculture in the 1980s •

Methodology of Public Policy Education

Domestic Economic Policy • Federal Government Role in

Resource Management • Trade Policy • Financing Government

Under Tight Budgets • Food Policy

Economic Transition • Land Ownership Issues and Policy

Education Approaches • The U.S. Food and Agricultural System

in the International Setting • The Policy Education Process

Federal Deficit • Providing Public Services in an Era of Declining

Taxpayer Support • Water Policy • Distribution Issues in Food

and Agricultural Policy • Methodology Workshops • Emerging

Policies of Food and Agriculture

The Changing Face of America • The Changing Face of

Agriculture • Status of 1985 Agricultural and Food Legislation •

Tax Policy Revision • Developing Policy Education Programs on

Controversial Issues

Balancing the Federal Budget Effects of Agriculture and Trade

Policies on the Competitiveness of U.S. Agriculture • Human

Stress and Adjustment in Agriculture • The Food Security Act of

1985 and Public Policy Education for the Future

Socioeconomics of Rural America • Rural Revitalization • U.S.

Agriculture in the International Arena • Role of Values, Beliefs

and Myths in Establishing Policy • Policy Education and the

Policy Process
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Year

1988

1989

1990

1991

1992

1993

1994

1995

1996

Location

Cincinnati, Ohio

New Orleans, Louisiana

Park City, Utah

Omaha, Nebraska

Burlington, Vermont

Clearwater Beach,

Florida

Boise, Idaho

Overland Park, Kansas

Providence, Rhode

Island

Topics

Policy Choices for Revitalizing Rural America • Priority Issues for

a New Farm Bill • Opportunities for Joint Public Policy

Education • Emerging Issues in Agricultural and Food Policy •

Emerging Resource Issues • International Agricultural Relations

The Global Environment for the U.S. Economy in the 1990s •

Family Policy • Rural Development Policy • Public Policy

Education • Water Quality Policy

An Evolving Public Policy Education • Safe Food and Water:

Risks and Tradeoffs • Balancing Environmental and Social

Concerns with Economic Interests in Agriculture • Structural

Change in Food Industries and Public Policy Issues • Toward a

New Europe

Global Competitiveness, Productivity and Social Impacts •

Public Policy Education Methods • Policy for Environment and

Economic Development • Rural Resource Development and

Work Force Productivity • Political Economy of the

Dysfunctional Family

Public Policy Education in the 1990s • Agriculture and

Environmental Policymaking: Issues, Actors, Strategies • The

Rural Social Infrastructure • Domestic Consequences of

Evolving International Trade Policy

The Status of Agriculture and Rural America • An Evolving

Public Policy Education • Health Care Reform • Public Issues

Education and the NPPEC Environmental Policy: The Legislative

and Regulatory Agenda

Ethical Perspectives in Public Policy Education • Transition of

Food and Agricultural Policy • Building Human Capitol:

Reforming Education • Environmental Policies • Local Impacts

of Trade Policy • Financing K-12 Education • Sustainable Rural

Policy

Citizen Involvement • Renegotiating the Social Contract •

Environmental Policy Trends: Implication for Agriculture and

Natural Resource Use • Food Safety Policy • 1995 Farm Bill

Update • Sustainability and Industrialization: Conflicting or

Complementary

Changing Federalism • Forces that Shape Our National Values:

Implications for Policy Education • The 1996 Farm Bill:

Implications for Farmers, Families, Consumers and Rural

Communities • Societal Issues of Work and Family • Property

Rights: Their Allocation and Distribution
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Year

1997

1998

1999

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

Location

Charleston, South

Carolina

Portland, Oregon

St. Paul, Minnesota

Albany, New York

San Antonio, Texas33

Reno, Nevada

Salt Lake City, Utah

St. Louis, Missouri

Washington, D.C.

Fayetteville, Arkansas

Topics

The Future of Land-Grant Universities • Agricultural Policy at the

End of the 20th Century • Industrialization of Agriculture •

Administering Environmental Law: Impacts on Private

Landowners and Public Uses • The Changing Nature of Rural

Communities

Land Use Conflicts at the Rural-Urban Interface • Food Safety

Policy and Issues • Agricultural International Trade Policy •

Consequences of Devolution • Extension Accountability • Gaming

The New Geography of World Trade • Developing Local Policy •

The Impacts of the Food Quality Protection Act (FQPA) •

Immigration and the Changing Face of Rural America •

Regulation of Confined Animal Feeding Operations • Supporting

Families by Strengthening Communities • Innovative Extension

Land Use Policy Programs

Biotechnology, Food and the Environment • The Emerging Food

Supply Chain • Land Use/Water Quality and Watershed

Management • The Future of Rural America • Financing and

Delivering Rural Health Care • The Graying of America • Small

Farms • How FAIR 2002?

Evolving Agricultural and Rural Policy • Responding to the

Challenges Facing Rural Governments • Evaluation and

Accountability of Extension Public Issues Education Programs •

Economic Issues of an Aging Population • Innovation and

Creativity in Financing Growth Management: Beyond PACE and

TDRs • Genetically Modified Foods: Whose Choice, Whose

Responsibility? • Changing Rural Workforce • Food Security and

Hunger • The Farm Bill: Evolution or Revolution?

Agrosecurity: The Challenge for Public Policy Education

Biotechnology and the Food System • Impacts of an Aging

Population on Rural Communities • Payment Limits and Other

Agricultural Policy • Growth and Sprawl: Information, Tools and

Approaches for Extension Educators • America’s Bioenergy

Potential: Options and Consequences for U.S. Agriculture

Community-based Food Systems • Competition for Water •

Distributional Equity of Farm Programs • Rural Health Systems •

Agricultural Trade • Rural Entrepreneurship and Economic

Development

Issues for the 2007 Farm Bill • Environmental Conflict Resolution

and Litigation • Nutrition, Obesity and Food Policy • Rural

Governance

Consequences of the 21st Century Food System
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Table 7.2
Chairs of the National Public Policy Education Committee

Chair State Date elected
H.C.M. Case Illinois July 26, 1949

F.F. Hill New York March 2, 1951

J. C. Bottum Indiana January 25, 1952

G. B. Wood Oregon September 8, 1953

T. R. Timm Texas October 5, 1955

Mervin Smith Ohio September 11, 1957

Frank V. Beck New Jersey September 18, 1959

Skuli Rutford Minnesota September 13, 1960

J.C. Bottum Indiana September 13, 1962

G.B. Wood Oregon September 16, 1964

C.E. Bishop North Carolina September 14, 1966

S. Avery Bice Colorado September 14, 1967

L.T. Wallace California September 11, 1968

Gene McMurtry Virginia September 24, 1970

S. Kenneth Oakleaf Colorado September 20, 1972

Wallace Barr Ohio September 24, 1974

J.B. Wycoff Oregon September 16, 1976

Fred Mangum North Carolina September 14, 1977

William Wood California September 19, 1978

Eugene Engel Massachusetts September 19, 1979

Warren Trock Colorado September 18, 1980

Otto Doering Indiana September 16, 1981

B.H. Robinson South Carolina September 21, 1982

B.F. Stanton New York September 12, 1983

Ronald D. Knutson Texas September 25, 1984

Dennis Henderson Ohio September 17, 1985

Barry Flinchbaugh Kansas September 16, 1986

Lavaughn Johnson Alabama September 15, 1987

Karen Behm Louisiana September 13, 1988

Roy Carriker Florida September 19, 1989

Barry Flinchbaugh Kansas September 18, 1990

Ira Ellis Maine September 15, 1991

Larry Sanders Oklahoma September 22, 1992

Charles Abdalla Pennsylvania September 14, 1993

Neil Meyer Idaho September 20, 1994

Carole Yoho Minnesota September 25, 1995

Harold M. Harris, Jr. South Carolina September 17, 1996

Judy Burridge Oregon September 23, 1997

Mark Edelman Iowa September 22, 1998

Robert Gorman Alaska September 21, 1999

Georgia Stevens Nebraska September 19, 2000

Leon Danielson North Carolina September 2001

Andy Seidl Colorado September 15, 2002

Joe Outlaw Texas September 23, 2003

Jeri Marxman Illinois September 20, 2004

Brad Lubben Nebraska September 19, 2005

Tom Johnson Missouri September 17, 2006
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Table 7.3
National Public Policy Education Committee Project Publications

Title Year Co-Sponsorship

Agricultural Adjustment: A Challenge and

Opportunity for Land-Grant Colleges 

The Farm Problem: What Are the Choices?

A series of 13 leaflets.

World Trade - What Are the Issues? A series

of six leaflets.

Developing Human Resources for

Economic Growth. A series of six leaflets.

Your Part in Agricultural Policy

Development

People and Income in Rural America -

What Are the Choices? A series of 10

leaflets.

Agricultural Trade Policies - What Are the

Choices? A series of six leaflets. 

Our Poor Neighbors - What are we doing to

help? What can we do? 

Financing State and Local Government -

What Are the Choices? A series of three

leaflets. 

Your Food

Who Will Control U.S. Agriculture? Series

of six leaflets.

1960

1960

1962

1964

1964

1968

1969

1970

1973

1975

1975

Center for Agricultural and Economic

Adjustment at Iowa State University

Center for Agricultural and Economic

Adjustment at Iowa State University

Agricultural Policy Institute at North

Carolina State College and Center for Agri-

cultural and Economic Adjustment at Iowa

State University

Federal Extension Service, USDA, Agricul-

tural Policy Institute at North Carolina State

College and Center for Agricultural and Eco-

nomic Adjustment at Iowa State University

Agricultural Policy Institute at North

Carolina State College, Center for Agricul-

tural and Economic Adjustment at Iowa

State University and Federal Extension

Service, USDA

Agricultural Policy Institute at North

Carolina State College and Center for

Agricultural and Economic Adjustment at

Iowa State University.

USDA Foreign Agricultural Service, Agricul-

tural Policy Institute at North

Carolina State College and Center for Agri-

cultural and Economic Adjustment

at Iowa State University.

Agricultural Policy Institute at North

Carolina State College and Center for

Agricultural and Economic Adjustment at

Iowa State University.

Extension Committee on Policy of the

National Association of State Universities

and Land Grant Colleges.

USDA Extension Service and various State

Extension Services

North Central Public Policy Education

Committee and USDA Extension Service
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Title Year Co-Sponsorship

Marketing Alternatives for Agriculture - 

Is there a better way? A series of 13

leaflets.

Speaking of Trade: Its Effect on Agriculture

Speaking of Trade: Key Issues for

Agriculture. A series of six leaflets.

Food and Agriculture Policy Issues for 1980

Federal Marketing Programs in Agriculture:

Issues and Options.

Federal Agricultural Marketing Programs

A series of 10 leaflets.  

The Farm Credit Crisis: Policy Options and

Consequences  

The Farm and Food System in Transition 

A series of 50 leaflets.  

Agricultural Trade Between the United

States and Canada

Policy Choices for a Changing Agriculture

Policy Options and Consequences for the

1990 Farm Bill

Public Issues Education - Increasing

Competence in Resolving Public Issues 

1995 Farm Bill: Policy Options &

Consequences 

Land Use at the Rural-Urban Fringe

1976

1978

1979

1980

1983

1985

1986

1986

1987

1987

1990

1994

1995

1997

USDA Extension Service and various State

Extension Services

Extension Service, USDA and various State

Extension Services

Extension Service, USDA and various State

Extension Services

Science and Education Administration -

Extension, USDA and various State Exten-

sion Services

Farm Foundation, Federal Marketing 

Issues and Options. Programs in Agriculture

Steering Committee

Texas Agricultural Extension Service and

various State Extension Services

Texas Agricultural Extension Service and

USDA Extension Service

Michigan State University Cooperative

Extension Service, Extension Committee on

Policy, USDA Extension, and various State

Extension Services

USDA Extension Service, USDA Economic

Research Service, and various State Exten-

sion Services

USDA Extension Service, and the North

Central, Northeast, Southern and Western

Rural Development Centers.

National Public Policy Education Commit-

tee, Southern Extension Public Affairs

Committee, Farm Foundation, USDA Eco-

nomic Research Service, and State

Extension Services.

University of Wisconsin-Extension and USDA

Extension Service

National Public Policy Education Commit-

tee, USDA Extension Service, and State

Extension Services.

Land Use and Rural-Urban Interface Task

Force, Farm Foundation
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Title Year Co-Sponsorship

National Survey of State Animal

Confinement Policies

Land Use Conflict: When City and Country

Clash  

The 2002 Farm Bill: Policy Options and

Consequences

The 2002 Farm Bill: U.S. Producer 

Preferences for Agricultural, Food and

Public Policy

The 2007 Farm Bill: U.S. Producer 

Preferences for Agricultural, Food and

Public Policy

The 2007 Farm Bill: Policy Options and

Consequences

1998

1999

2001

2001

2006

2007

Animal Confinement Policy National Task

Force, Farm Foundation, USDA/CREES and

various State Extension Services

Kettering Foundation

Farm Foundation

Texas A&M University

Farm Foundation 

Kansas State University and 

Farm Foundation

Kansas State University and 

Farm Foundation

Texas A&M University

Farm Foundation 
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Chapter 8

Farm Foundation
Programming in the

1950s and 1960s
“…Important roles of the Foundation through the years [have] been that of coordina-
tor… pooling experience and thinking in studying problems that extend beyond state
borders and beyond rural boundaries... path breaker... to provide an environment
that is conducive to creative thinking and innovation… educator… [supporting] con-
ferences and training courses and publishing and distributing materials [to further]
knowledge and understanding... [and] ‘lookout’... to scan the horizon for emerging
problems.”11

—Farm Foundation Annual Report 1968-1969

Joseph Ackerman became managing director of Farm Foundation after
Frank Peck’s retirement in 1954. Ackerman had been with Farm
Foundation since 1939, serving as associate managing director since 1942.

He developed extensive contacts with extension workers in the Land Grant uni-
versities and USDA. During the later years of Taylor’s tenure and throughout
Peck’s leadership, Ackerman encouraged the research and extension committee
system. As managing director, Ackerman focused Farm Foundation on further
developing partnerships between university and federal government agricul-
tural social scientists, with the Foundation serving as a facilitator and catalyst.

Ackerman was well-respected by the university community. Howard
Ottoson, who began attending committee meetings in 1952 when he was an
assistant professor at the University of Nebraska, described Ackerman as “...a vig-
orous, enthusiastic man who could always be counted on to provide sage advice
on any kind of a problem. He always had time to give a young professor counsel.
He was very effective in making suggestions to committees with which he habit-
ually sat, either in exploring new activities, in reacting to current developments,
or in gently defining obstacles which the committee might confront. He was
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liked and appreciated by everyone. He had very good contacts with experiment
station directors and extension directors in the region.”2

Bernard F. Stanton, who began attending committee meetings as a represen-
tative from Cornell in the 1950s, described Ackerman “...as a kindly man who
spoke well of nearly everyone and sought to help rather than hinder. He pro-
vided a fine image of supporting worthwhile projects where he was in the
background, not out in front as the one seeking credit for his work or that of the
Farm Foundation.”3

Ackerman viewed Farm Foundation as the organization to provide cohe-
siveness in the nation’s agricultural social science research and extension
programs. He also saw it as a vehicle to recruit talent into the profession. Closer
ties were established with extension professionals, university professors and uni-
versity agricultural economics departments. Neil Harl was an undergraduate at
a Farm Foundation-sponsored seminar at the University of Iowa in 1960 when
he first met Ackerman. Harl recalls that Ackerman and Farm Foundation
Associate Managing Director Jim Hildreth “...were highly instrumental in foster-
ing close ties with university communities on a nationwide basis, but especially
in the North Central Region. Both were well-known on university campuses and
were frequent visitors at universities, including the 1890 institutions.”4

Larry J. Conner, dean emeritus of the College of Agricultural and Life
Sciences at Michigan State University, “...first met Joe Ackerman at the Honors
House Fraternity at the University of Nebraska in 1954 or 1955. He was national
president, and gave an outstanding talk on the importance of life-long education.
What an outstanding individual!”5

Ackerman was also well-liked by the staff at Farm Foundation. Esther Olsen,
who was secretary to Associate Managing Directors Howard Diesslin and Jim
Hildreth from 1958 to 1970, recalls that “all of Dr. Ackerman’s work was ‘high pri-
ority,’ and was carried out vigorously and with enthusiasm.  He was a dynamic
leader.”6 “Working with him was a pleasure,” noted Howard Diesslin, who served
with Ackerman as associate managing director from 1954 to 1962. “We were a
total and complete partnership on all matters pertaining to the Foundation. Joe
was a unique person; he developed and personified the catalyst that the Farm
Foundation ultimately became to agricultural economics nationally.”7

Agriculture in the 1950s and 1960s. During the 1950s and 1960s,
researchers began to note tremendous demographic and structural changes in
rural areas. In 1950, 25 million people lived on farms; farmers comprised 12.2
percent of the U.S. labor force. There were 5.4 million farms averaging 303 acres.
Twenty years later, the farm population had declined to 9.7 million, farmers
were 4.6 percent of the labor force, and there were 2.8 million farms averaging
390 acres.8 These trends continue to this day.

The transition from animal to mechanical power contributed to increasing
farm size, but was not the only cause. Farmers adopted a package of agricultural
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technology, including new and better machines, improved (often hybrid) seeds
and breeding stock, careful tillage, fertilizer, water management through irriga-
tion and/or drainage, the application of weed control chemicals, and the
widespread use of conservation practices. These and other innovations created
an agricultural revolution.9

U.S. agricultural policy was also in transition. During World War II, the gov-
ernment encouraged production. These policies continued through 1948 to
ensure agriculture’s smooth transition into the post-war economy. With
decreased demand after the war, surplus production was once again a problem.
Many policy alternatives were explored, but surpluses continued to build. In the
1960s, USDA enacted production controls and increased international food aid
to eliminate excess stocks, resulting in agricultural policy that was more market-
oriented with an international focus.

Poverty in rural America also became an issue. In 1964, a report by
President Johnson’s National Advisory Commission on Rural Poverty, The People
Left Behind, noted that 25 percent of the rural population was poor, compared to
15 percent of urban people.10

Farm Foundation’s management and Board of Trustees recognized the
changes affecting agriculture and rural people. They tailored Farm Foundation’s
programming to address areas in which its limited resources could make the
greatest difference.

The Trustees wanted the Foundation’s work to result in self-supporting and
self-multiplying activities. The Foundation continued to cooperate with the
Land Grant colleges and USDA research and extension elements in developing
regional subject-matter-specific committees, with representation from all 50
states (Figure 8.1). This coordinated approach pooled experience and focused
work on state, regional and national problems.

Collaborations with other organizations and foundations expanded the
impact of this work. For example, in the mid-1960s, the regional Farm
Management Extension Committees cooperated with the Agricultural Credit
Committee of the American Bankers Association to develop four regional editions
of an agricultural credit handbook. One result was educational credit programs,
led by individual state banking associations and Land Grant universities, to
improve credit procedures of commercial banks and wiser use of credit by farmers.

Farm Foundation organized a series of administrative workshops, financed
by the Sears-Roebuck Foundation, for deans and directors of academic programs
in agriculture. The published proceedings had significant impact on courses
taught in Land Grant colleges of agriculture.

Farm Foundation focused its programming with the university committees
in five areas: public policy, commercial agricultural management, environmental
quality and natural resource development, leadership development, and rural
development.
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Throughout the 1950s and 1960s, Foundation programming examined
many policy issues, including: the farm bills, individual commodity policies, agri-
cultural trade issues, small farm policy, and corporate farming issues. Other
policy issues included: public land and water policy, rural poverty, human devel-
opment in rural areas, transportation policy, rural taxation issues, rural
development policy, natural resources policy, and collective bargaining in agri-
culture. The policy issues addressed illustrate the ability of the committee
members and Foundation staff to identify emerging issues impacting agriculture.
The 1960s saw expansion of public policy education methods to include not only
agriculture, but resource and nutrition policy issues.

The Foundation had a catalytic role in developing new ideas and methods to
assist farmers, farm managers and marketing firms manage their enterprises. The
application of economic logic and statistical methods to the problems of farm and
marketing management was enhanced by workshops and seminars sponsored by
the Foundation and the committees it supported. Issues addressed included:

• How to raise incomes on individual farms.
• Farm and marketing firm analysis, planning and decision making.

Source: Farm Foundation. Farm Foundation Annual Report 1965-66. Chicago, IL: Farm Foundation,
1973. pp. 26-27.

Figure 8.1
States Represented on Farm Foundation Sponsored Committees, 1965-1966
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• Using computers in farming, marketing, record keeping and decision
making.

• Capital and credit needs in a changing agriculture.
• Development and annual revision of the Farmer’s Tax Guide with the IRS.
• Regional supply responses for individual commodities.
• Farm management decisions.
• Effects of tenure on production adjustments in agriculture.
• Management and operating problems in agricultural marketing firms.
• Farm loans.
• Law and the market.
• Investigating the changing structure of commercial agriculture.
• Farm labor management and enterprise growth issues.
• Market structure and market performance issues. 
• Farm leasing problems and custom farming.
• Food and fiber data systems for improving agricultural statistics and outlook

information.
• Reaching low-income and small/part-time farmers.
• Opportunities and cost of roadside and direct marketing of farm products.
• Helping farmers cope with risk and uncertainty.

Farm Foundation also supported the study of the economic, legal and policy
aspects of natural resources and environmental quality. The following issues,
topics, and problems were addressed by Foundation workshops and seminars:

• Land use policy and planning.
• Land settlement patterns in United States.
• Role of rural institutions.
• Recreational development.
• Sociology of natural resources and environmental quality.
• Effects of investment in natural resources on regional income and employment.
• Legal and economic aspects of agricultural resource use and development.
• Economics of watershed planning.
• Natural resource use.
• Economic and social impact of limited energy on agriculture and rural 

communities.
• Role of property and property rights.

Leadership development issues supported by the Foundation included:

• Leadership training for county agents and extension supervisors.
• Evaluation of Land Grant university information services.
• Rural pastor training in economics and sociology.
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• The sociology of leadership.
• Effective informational and educational support for social and economic

development programs.
• Publication of How to Create Coordination Among Organizations: An

Orientation and Planning Guide.
• American Medical Association rural health conferences.
• A home economics/community development workshop.

The population exodus from rural America in the 1960s, and the reverse
migration from urban to rural areas which started in the 1970s, led to the need
for research and extension in rural development. Rural development activities
supported by the Foundation in this era included:

• Seminars on the sociology of community power structures, community
development, rural manpower, and rural health care.

• Research workshop on migration theory.
• Publication of Community Development Southern Style.
• Seminar on coping with growth in rural areas.
• Research symposium for 1890 Land Grant institutions on the problems of

community and human development.
• Workbook to help decision makers choose rural health care alternatives. 
• National conference on non-metropolitan community services research.
• Research on the repopulation of rural areas.
• Publication of Community Development and Human Relations.
• Analysis of cost, quality and demand for selected community services.
• Catalyzed delivery and financing of rural public services.
• Community decision making and training of professional workers.
• Coordinated research on community services in rural areas.
• Seminar on “People Problems in the Plains.”

Staff Roles. The managing director and associate managing director were
responsible for the administration of Farm Foundation, dealing with financial,
personnel and office issues. Budget and program plans were approved by the
Board of Trustees. Staff had a major role in the activities of all the committees
supported by the Foundation.

Staff advisory roles and special assignments complemented and contributed
to Farm Foundation’s goal of improving the well-being of rural people. Over the
decades, Farm Foundation staff have had leadership roles in a number of profes-
sional organizations including:

• President, National School Boards Association; 
• President, American Agricultural Economics Association; 
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• President, Chicago Farmers Club; 
• Member of Joint Council on Food and Agricultural Sciences; 
• Secretary-treasurer of the International Association of Agricultural

Economists; 
• Temporary chairman, National Agricultural Credit Committee; 
• Member of Economic Advisory Panel, American Veterinary Medical

Association; 
• Board of Directors, National Center for Voluntary Action; 
• Advisory Committee, Council on Rural Health, American Medical

Association;
• Advisory Council on Consumer Affairs, American Bankers Association; 
• National Council, Boy Scouts of America; 
• Delegate to the White House Conference on Inflation;
• President, American Country Life Association; 
• Citizens Advisory Committee, College of Physical Education, University of

Illinois; and
• Chairman, USDA Economic Research Service Task Force on Farm Income

Estimates.

Notable Board Members

Earl L. Butz was head of the agricultural economics department at Purdue University

when President Eisenhower appointed him U.S. Assistant Secretary of Agriculture in

1954. He returned to Purdue in 1957 as dean of the school of agriculture. He was Sec-

retary of Agriculture in the Nixon administration from 1971-1974. Butz was a Farm

Foundation Trustee from 1960-1969.

Cason J. Callaway was the son of a prominent textile miller in LaGrange, Georgia. He

became involved in the family business and was immensely successful. In 1938, at

age 44, he retired to devote his efforts to running a demonstration farm in Harris

County, Georgia. After a heart attack in 1948, he left farming and turned his undevel-

oped property into a public garden, Callaway Gardens. Callaway was a Farm

Foundation Trustee from 1951-1956. His son, Cason J. Callaway, Jr., served on the

Board from 1956-1966.

Ernest S. Marsh started at the Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railroad in 1918, and

became the company’s president in 1957. Marsh’s efforts modernized the Santa Fe,

making it competitive with other railroads and the trucking industry. He served on

Farm Foundation’s Board of Trustees from 1962-1966.

Brooks McCormick, great grand nephew of Cyrus Hall McCormick, was CEO of Interna-

tional Harvester from1971-1978, the last McCormick to serve as a senior executive 

of International Harvester. McCormick served on Farm Foundation’s Board from 1962-

1972. 

Wheeler McMillen led a distinguished career in journalism, serving as editor-in-chief of

Farm Journal from 1939-1955. Author of 10 books, McMillen was also a pioneer in the
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chemurgic movement, serving as chairman of the National Farm Chemurgic Council

from 1937-1962. He served on Farm Foundation’s board of trustees from 1953-1963.

Carroll P. Streeter succeeded McMillen as editor of Farm Journal, serving from 1955-

1968. Early in his career, Streeter’s path crossed with Farm Foundation. In 1930, while a

field editor for Dan Wallace’s The Farmer’s Wife, Streeter worked with Wallace on an agri-

cultural foundation prospectus for Mary Harriman Rumsey. Streeter was a member of

Farm Foundation’s Board from 1963-1971.

Oliver S. Willham was vice dean of agriculture at Oklahoma State University from 1939-

1950, and president of Oklahoma State 1952-1966. Willham served on Farm

Foundation’s Board from 1958-1967.
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Chapter 9

The Farm Foundation
Round Table

“In 1984, when I returned from my first Round Table meeting in Fargo, my husband
John wanted to know all about it. I was on cloud nine. I said, ‘Everybody there was a
wheel, except me. Everyone’s a president or CEO. I even rode on a hay bale with Clayton
Yeutter. On the way back to the hotel on the bus, I did sit with an ordinary farmer from
Indiana. His name was Will Erwin.’ John said, ‘I know Will. I don’t think he’s ‘an ordi-
nary farmer.’ Better ask him about his office in Washington.’”1

—Connie Greig, Little Acorn Ranch, Estherville, Iowa

One of Farm Foundation’s unique programs is the Farm Foundation
Round Table. It offers leaders in agriculture and agribusiness an oppor-
tunity to interact in off-the-record, semi-annual seminars on current

and emerging issues. The Round Table was founded by Charles Dana Bennett,
who spent his career on agriculture issues. 

Bennett was born in Syracuse, New York, April 20, 1903, and spent his early
life in Syracuse and New York City. His father was a plant manager and later the
owner of a boiler manufacturing company. Bennett attended private schools and
studied at Columbia University from 1921 to 1923. He was an accomplished
outdoorsman, camper and canoeist, frequently contributing articles to sporting
magazines about his adventures. 

Bennett married Edith Thoman on September 20, 1924, and they worked as
a team for more than 60 years. During the 1930s, they lived in Europe and traveled
widely. They returned to the United States as World War II approached. In 1940,
Bennett served as public relations director for Vermont Governor George Aiken,
who introduced him to agriculture. In 1941, Aiken was elected to the U.S. Senate.

From 1942 to 1945, Bennett was public relations director for the National
Grange and editor of the Grange’s Washington Farm Reporter. During the same
period, he assisted the National Cooperative Milk Producers’ Federation and the
National Council of Farmer Cooperatives.
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On March 31, 1945, with the help of his farm organization and agribusiness
friends, Bennett organized the Foundation for American Agriculture (FFAA).
Although incorporated in Illinois, the organization’s offices were in Washington,
D.C. FFAA’s purpose was “...to educate the public with reference to American
agriculture and its importance to the national economy, through publication of
articles and pamphlets on agricultural subjects and through lectures, meetings
and other methods of dissemination of educational material relating to
American agriculture.”2

FFAA was governed by a 32-member board of directors—16 were represen-
tatives of agriculture and the remainder represented agribusiness and related
industries. The directors met twice a year. The autumn meeting was in Chicago
the week after Thanksgiving and concurrent with the International Livestock
Exposition. The spring meeting was at a place determined by the directors. FFAA
depended “primarily on annual contributions from members to cover its expenses
(in addition to a substantial input by Dana and Edith Bennett themselves.)”3

Dana Bennett

Dana Bennett might have been the last person one would have expected to become

one of agriculture’s kingpins. Born into wealth, he was not a product of the land.

Bennett dropped out of college, spent years living in European hotels and did not take

his first job until he was 37. He was hardly the kind of person with whom most farmers

could identify. Yet, in the last 43 years of his life, he built a lasting legacy in agriculture.

Foremost to Bennett’s success was his charisma and networking ability. William

Erwin recalls that “...Dana impressed me as being very bright, charming, knowledgeable

and a man who knew more national leaders than anyone I had ever met. Someone said,

‘When I first met him I thought he was a name dropper, but over the years I found out

he was just talking about his friends.’”25

Bennett also swam against the prevailing political current. Ever since Franklin Roo-

sevelt’s New Deal, agricultural policy had been the domain of the Democrats. Bennett

was a very vocal member of the opposition. Clayton Yeutter recalls “...how conservative

the Bennetts were, not just in agricultural policy, but in the entire political sphere.”

Bennett would often rant about “how the Democrats were ruining agriculture, ruining

the country and unknowingly ruining the world!”26

He sought out conservatives and helped develop their careers. During the Eisen-

hower administration, he helped shape freer market policies. In the Nixon, Ford and

Reagan administrations, Bennett’s cadre of Republican leaders in agriculture was in

position to take leadership posts.

“Dana Bennett represented the quintessential flinty New Englander,” relates attor-

ney and Round Table member Gary Baise. “Even though Dana was not a farmer in any

sense, he had Thomas Jefferson’s unerring belief that agriculture and farmers are the

bedrock of this American democracy. Dana not only spoke about this concern, but I

think his instinct in picking leaders was to leave a legacy of leadership to protect our

fragile democracy.”27
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FFAA collaborated with many educational and philanthropic groups. It was
a member of the Advisory Council of the 4-H Foundation, the Rural Service
Committee of the Boy Scouts of America, the Donors Committee of the Future
Farmers of America Foundation, the board of trustees of the Intercollegiate
Studies Institute, the Council on International Non-Theatrical Events, the
American Association of Agricultural College Editors and the National
Association of Farm Broadcasters.

FFAA formed the National Farm-City Council to sponsor Farm-City Week
and the independent Farm Film Foundation, which distributed educational
motion pictures to vocational agriculture departments and other farm groups. A
number of awards and grants were offered, including a Professional
Improvement Award from 1955 to 1971 to assist educational advancement in
agricultural documentary films.

In 1955, FFAA “...in conjunction with the Moffett Foundation, the
Whitehall Foundation and International Harvester Company underwrote the
research done by Dr. John Davis, former Assistant Secretary of Agriculture, at
the Harvard Graduate School of Business, which led to the publication of ‘A
Concept of Agribusiness’ at Harvard and the publication of ‘Farmer in a
Business Suit’ by Simon and Schuster.”4 This landmark work coined the word
“agribusiness” and sold more than 30,000 copies.

In 1953, the Eisenhower administration advocated a change in agricultural
policy from dependence on high support prices and acreage allotments to a more
market-oriented approach. Secretary of Agriculture Ezra Taft Benson organized
an Agricultural Advisory Committee of about 30 leaders from agricultural
organizations, commodity groups, Land Grant universities and agribusiness to
help develop the Agricultural Act of 1954. Lorenzo Hoopes, retired senior vice
president and director of Safeway Stores, served as Benson’s executive assistant.

“During and after this effort, many, if not most of the members of the
Committee felt a need to retain some semblance of an Advisory Group to peri-
odically discuss agricultural policy,” said Hoopes. “Since many were acquainted
with Dana Bennett (Dana had been a frequent visitor in the Secretary’s Office
during these deliberations), it is my recollection that it was decided to use Dana’s
organization as a ‘home.’ Thus the Foundation for American Agriculture
evolved, as a vehicle for discussion of agriculture policy…up to that time [it had]
been primarily interested in film distribution and matters pertaining to
Farm/City subjects.”5 The original Advisory Group consisted of 15 to 30
members, all of whom were close friends of Dana and Edith Bennett. 

After the mid-1950s, as these policy meetings became formally established,
they were merged with FFAA board meetings. Bennett planned informative pro-
grams and dinners for the participants. Program participants, current FFAA
board members and members of FFAA’s advisory council were able to become
acquainted and interact in spirited discussions about timely topics.
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William Erwin, Indiana farmer and former U.S. Assistant Secretary of
Agriculture, joined the FFAA board in 1959. “The early Foundation for
American Agriculture meetings were very fraternal. I was in my early thirties
and managed to be treated as a peer by the CEOs of Agway, Ralson Purina,
Quaker Oats…almost every member was a CEO, dean of agriculture or a board
chairman. All were friends of Dana’s. My most lasting impression is of warm and
cordial people coming together to learn and share ideas. I learned a great deal
from the presentations, but even more from the informal conversations.”6

Clayton Yeutter began attending meetings in the 1970s, while CEO of the
Chicago Mercantile Exchange. He noted, “In those early years this was a very
intimate organization. The membership was small enough that everyone got to
know everyone else very well and the same could have been said of the spouses.
Many of those personal, family friendships have continued for a lifetime...With
the group being relatively small, there was ample opportunity for everyone to
comment on whatever subject was being discussed. That included commentary
by spouses. Dana personally presided over much of the meeting and there was
never any doubt about his view on an agricultural policy issue! As I recall we did
not have much of an agenda for these meetings. If there was an agenda, Dana
departed from it at will and frequently. Notwithstanding all the organizational
shortcomings of many of these meetings, the camaraderie was splendid.”7

Bennett thought of himself as a catalyst and planned programs accordingly.
Donald Lerch, who first met Bennett while serving as director of agriculture for
the CBS Network in 1949, started attending FFAA meetings in the 1960s and
found the speakers “...limited to VIPs who Dana rounded up—some at the last
minute. The meetings were very informal and off the record, which enabled dis-
cussion of key issues with government officials and CEOs of agribusinesses.”8

Program participants included not only prominent individuals in agriculture
and agribusiness, but those outside of agriculture, such as David Rockefeller,
Dean Rusk and Douglas MacArthur II.

In his 1987 tribute to Bennett, Round Table member Jim Roe said, “Dana
knew literally everyone. The great entrepreneurs of the agricultural and food
industries: the McCormicks of International Harvester, the Magowans of
Safeway, the Victor Emanuels of Avco, the Funks of Funk’s Hybrid Corn, the
Stuarts of Quaker Oats, Tom Ware of International Minerals and Chemicals,
Roy Utke of Sunkist, Cliff Cox of Armour, Ernest Marsh of the Santa Fe. He
knew the national thought leaders and policy makers in agriculture: the farm
organization heads, the economists, the agricultural school deans, the farm
writers and broadcasters. He knew the Secretaries and Assistant Secretaries of
Agriculture: Ezra Benson, Earl Butz, Bob Bergland, Jack Block, Dick Lyng,
John Davis, Will Erwin, Clayton Yuetter. He knew them all long before they
occupied their second-floor offices and long after. Dana’s friendships were
enduring.”9
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Entering Dana Bennett’s orbit was not only a good career move, it had the
potential to make a career. Roe continues, “Dana had an uncanny knack for rec-
ognizing and attracting the true achievers who really run the show. The men and
women who make things happen. Today’s young striver who felt the touch of
Dana’s sword on his shoulder had a way of becoming tomorrow’s vice president,
president, chairman. Indeed, it is not at all unlikely that the Bennett blessing
often helped bring about this favorable succession of events.”

FFAA was a Bennett enterprise. Donald Lerch noted that Bennett was “one
of the first men to work with his wife on a daily basis. Edith had her desk next to
his in the same room. She participated in all activities except lunch—that was his
free time with the boys!”10 Clayton Yeutter remembers that “without the
Bennetts’ personal financial support the FFAA clearly would never have become
a reality. But, the Bennetts did far more than simply support the organization
financially. In the early years of its existence they were a whirlwind, two person
organizational/logistics committee. As I recall, they planned the meetings,
selected the location, made the lodging arrangements, invited the members,
hosted the social events and picked up the tab for most everything!”11

Merger with Farm Foundation. In 1969, the FFAA board commissioned a
Long Range Planning Committee to examine FFAA and two associated organi-
zations, Farm Film Foundation and Visual Education, Inc., “presupposing that at
some time in the future, the Bennetts, for whatever reason, would not be avail-
able to carry on their day-by-day supervision of the activities of these
organizations.”12

For some time there had been considerable overlap between the members of
the boards of FFAA and Farm Foundation. The Committee “...recommended
that a small Committee be named to be composed of members of the Board of
Directors of FFAA and Farm Foundation to see what, if any, working relation-
ship might be developed which would take effect in a post-Bennett era...”13

In 1970, the Joint Committee of the Foundation for American Agriculture
and Farm Foundation reported: “The managements of both organizations are in
close communication and often cooperate, unofficially at least, on joint proj-
ects.”14 The report advocated continued and expanded cooperation. Dana
Bennett’s retirement was anticipated in three or more years, and it was proposed
that efforts should be made to combine the two foundations at that time.

At the 1972 Farm Foundation annual meeting, the executive committee
presented a plan, developed by Farm Foundation staff, whereby Farm
Foundation would assume management of FFAA. It was agreed to give the pro-
posal further thought, and the issue was slated for the 1973 annual meeting
agenda.

By January 1973, Farm Foundation Managing Director Jim Hildreth had
made several decisions concerning the merger. He believed there were “...few
advantages and many disadvantages...with the assumption of the management
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of the Farm Film Foundation by the staff of Farm Foundation...”15 Visual
Education, Inc. was a commercial corporation and did not interest Farm
Foundation. Concerning FFAA, Hildreth noted, “The time demands for the
management of the Foundation for American Agriculture would not be as
great as for the Farm Film Foundation.”16 The major activity of the FFAA—
having two discussion meetings a year—would be of interest to the Farm
Foundation Trustees and, since some Trustees were members of both boards,
a merger would “‘tidy up’ the scene for some very busy people.”17 Finally,
Hildreth stressed that the proposed merger should not “jeopardize Farm
Foundation’s status as a ‘private operating’ foundation” or result in “a signifi-
cant use of Farm Foundation finances for the operation of the Foundation for
American Agriculture.”18

At the May 1973 Farm Foundation Board meeting, there was discussion of
legal and management issues of a merger. The situation was slightly complicated
due to Farm Foundation’s status as a trust and FFAA’s status as a corporation.
Financially, FFAA was “...a relatively small organization with total assets of
around $50,000 and annual receipts, in the form of contributions and interest, of
$50,000 or less. Farm Foundation has total assets of approximately $5,000,000
and annual receipts of about $300,000.”19 The Trustees “...agreed the Executive
Committee should continue the examination of alternative arrangements
whereby the program of the Foundation for American Agriculture would be
included under the management of the Farm Foundation, subject to the condi-
tion that the philosophy, style and program of the Farm Foundation not be
impaired.”20 At its June 1973 annual meeting, the FFAA board approved the
merger with Farm Foundation.

At the 1974 Farm Foundation annual meeting, the executive committee
reported on initial steps for including FFAA under the management of Farm
Foundation. Activities of FFAA would become a program of Farm Foundation.
The meetings usually organized by FFAA would continue. The Farm
Foundation Board meeting and the summer meeting of the FFAA would be
combined. Bennett would become a special consultant to Farm Foundation for
this new program, which later became the Edith and Dana Bennett Round
Table.21 Bennett was paid $25,000 per year until 1983, when he retired from
active involvement. A program Advisory Council was established which
included many of the FFAA board members. The Farm Film Foundation and
Visual Education, Inc. would not be a part of Farm Foundation.

At its May 27, 1975, meeting, FFAA voted to dissolve, effective July 1, com-
pleting the merger. All funds were transferred by December 23, 1975. The Farm
Film Foundation and Visual Education, Inc. continued to operate independently
for several more years.

The merger with FFAA benefited Farm Foundation in two ways. First, it
helped Farm Foundation meet the requirements to change its status from a
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private foundation to a public charity. This change, contingent on Farm
Foundation receiving more than 10 percent of its income in the form of dona-
tions, exempted the Foundation from the private foundation excise tax. (See
Chapter 12.) Second, it expanded linkages between Farm Foundation, industry
and agribusiness.

By the mid-1970s, the Round Table meetings became more formalized with
thematic topics (Table 9.1). The Round Table began to evolve in other ways,
remembers Clayton Yeutter, who served as Secretary of Agriculture in the
George H.W. Bush administration:

“I believe it was one of the old-timers who asked me to meet Dana
and then to join the Round Table. As I recall, the pitch to me at that
time was centered on the need to bring some younger agriculturalists
with leadership potential into the organization and the need to enlarge
the Round Table group. My recollection is that there were no more
than 15 or so active Round Table members at that time and that essen-
tially all of them were long time personal friends of the Bennetts. That
meant, of course, that most of them were in approximately the same
age range as the Bennetts. As the group added years, the leadership
began to recognize the need for greater diversity in age among its
membership. 

“One of the thrusts of the [FFAA] in the 1970s was to prepare
young, conservative agriculturalists like me for potential USDA posi-
tions at the sub-cabinet and cabinet level in later years. Earl Butz and
Don Paarlberg got their first exposure to public service in the
Eisenhower Administration, returned to academia thereafter and then
came back to top leadership positions at USDA under President Nixon.
The hope was that Round Table members like myself and others who
then got our first public exposure in the Nixon/Ford years could be pre-
pared for service when the next Republican President came to office.
Whether we were then in academia or private business, the Round
Table experience was expected to help ready us philosophically, through
expansion of our knowledge base and through personal relationships.
That objective was realized in a major way, as numerous Round Table
members accepted high level positions in the government during the
Reagan and Bush Administrations.

“The Round Table had a significant impact on my career. I had the
privilege of returning to government as U.S. Trade Representative in
1985, continuing then as Secretary of Agriculture beginning in 1989.
Not only did the Round Table influence what I sought to accomplish in
those two Cabinet posts, but it provided lots of help via my being able to
bring many of its members into government with me.” 22
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Bennett’s special talents continued at Farm Foundation. As Jim Roe noted,
“Dana often referred to himself as a catalyst. He was the man who brought
together—for discussions of their mutual interests—people who might not have
known they needed to get together.”23 For example, the winter 1976 meeting con-
cerned the world food crisis. The four individuals on the program were the U.S.
Assistant Secretary of Agriculture, the presidents of the Chicago Board of Trade
and the Chicago Mercantile Exchange, and the administrator of the U.S. Agency
for International Development. Bennett’s prescience was uncanny. The January
1980 meeting, “If Agricultural Exports Fade...?” took place the same week
President Jimmy Carter announced the embargo on agricultural sales to the
Soviet Union, derailing what had been a recent boom in agricultural exports.

In 1983, Bennett retired at age 80 and Farm Foundation assumed full man-
agement of the program. On January 26, 1984, at the USDA Administration
Building in Washington, D.C., Farm Foundation honored Edith and Dana
Bennett at a dinner. It was attended by 84 of their friends and associates. That
year, the name of the program was changed to the Edith and Dana Bennett
Agricultural Round Table. Dana Bennett died in Bethesda, Maryland, on
February 15, 1987. Edith Bennett died July 16, 1989.

In 1983 and 1984, guidelines were established and registration fees insti-
tuted to cover meeting expenses, previously subsidized by Farm Foundation.
Plans were made to expand the membership from 70 to 120. In 1984, a Round
Table Steering Committee was organized to suggest to the Farm Foundation
Board the location of meetings, plan the program and oversee membership man-
agement. To more accurately reflect its role and identity, the name of the Round
Table was changed to Farm Foundation Agricultural Round Table in 2004, and
in 2005 to the Farm Foundation Round Table.

The Round Table is an invitational group of agricultural and agribusiness
leaders. Any Round Table member may invite guests, who may subsequently
become members. Focus is on individuals having an influential leadership rank
in their profession or organization. Currently, membership is limited to no more
than 150 individuals. The present members represent a wide range of commod-
ity and business interests from across the nation and food chain.

The Round Table Steering Committee Chair attends Farm Foundation
Trustee meetings to report on Steering Committee deliberations on program
plans, membership and suggested meeting locations.

The Round Table meets twice yearly, with the program topics determined
by the Round Table Steering Committee. Attendance at Round Table meetings
is limited to members and invited guests. Since 1992, an optional bus tour pre-
cedes the meeting, highlighting farming and agribusiness activities in the area of
the meeting location. These tours have included stops as diverse as a Delaware
biotechnology center, an Idaho plant producing French fries, the King Ranch, a
California vineyard, and a Florida sugar mill.
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Round Table programs examine such diverse topics as farm bills, trade,
water policy, conservation, the environment, food safety and consumer demand.
Speakers, often with views outside the mainstream, set the stage for open discus-
sion. The Round Table today is bipartisan, with wide political diversity among
the members, making for plentiful discussion filled with differing opinions.
Clayton Yeutter noted, “As the Round Table evolved it inevitably lost some of its
‘family’ attributes, the trade-off being a richer experience overall for the
members at their Round Table meetings.”24

Round Table members are expected to support the Foundation through an
annual contribution and to regularly attend meetings. They are also invited to
participate in the Foundation’s Strategic Planning Priority Area Advisory
Committee process.

A number of Secretaries of Agriculture were Farm Foundation Trustees or
Round Table members before their appointments. That list includes Ezra Taft
Benson, Earl Butz, John Block, Richard Lyng, Clayton Yeutter and Ann
Veneman. Former Secretaries of Agriculture Clifford Hardin and Bob Bergland
were members after their government service. Butz, Block, Yeutter and
Veneman rejoined the Round Table after their government service and are
current Round Table members. Mike Espy and Dan Glickman are also current
Round Table members.

Table 9.1
Farm Foundation Round Table Meetings, 1976-2007

Technology, Agriculture and the Environment

Chapel Hill, North Carolina, June 7-9, 2007

Trade Issues and the 2007 Farm Bill

Ponce, Puerto Rico, January 4-6, 2007

Energy from Agriculture–Exploring the Future

Wichita, Kansas, June 15-17, 2006

Setting the Stage for the 2007 Farm Bill

Phoenix, Arizona, January 5-7, 2006

Sustainable Agriculture, Land Use and Resources in Conflict.

Portland, Oregon, June 16-18, 2005

Consumer Power in the Food Chain

Coral Gables, Florida, January 6-8, 2005

Business Structures for the 21st Century Food System/Challenges of Cross Border

Agricultural Trade,

Fargo, North Dakota, June 10-12, 2004
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Taking the Pulse of Rural America

Tucson, Arizona, January 8-10, 2004

Agriculture’s Effect on the Environment: Fact or Fiction? 

Birmingham, Alabama, June 12-14, 2003 

Agricultural Trade and the Pacific Rim

San Diego, California, January 10-11, 2003

The Future of Biotechnology and the Food System

Wilmington, Delaware, June 14-15, 2002 

Food System Biosecurity, Cuban Trade and U.S. Agricultural Policy

Coral Gables, Florida, January 9-10, 2002

Local Impacts of National Policies

Sun Valley, Idaho, June 8-9, 2001

Farming in the Sight of the City: Challenges and Opportunities 

Jupiter Beach, Florida, January 4-6, 2001 

21st Century Food Systems to Serve the Consumer

Kohler, Wisconsin, June 8-10, 2000 

The Environmental and Financial Challenges Facing U.S. Agriculture

Corpus Christi, Texas, January 6-8, 2000 

Making U.S./Canada Free Trade a Reality

Banff, Alberta, Canada, June 11-12, 1999

The Asian Financial Crisis and U.S. Agriculture

Kailua-Kona, Hawaii, January 7-8, 1999

Industrialization and the Organization of Agriculture

Omaha, Nebraska, June 5-6, 1998

Immigration, Agricultural Labor and Rural Communities

Tucson, Arizona, January 9-10, 1998

Innovative Approaches to Environmental and Food Safety Issues in Agriculture

Monterey, California, June 20-21, 1997

U.S. and Mexico Trade 

Mexico City, Mexico, January 9-11, 1997

Agricultural Markets and Rural Economies in the 21st Century 

Little Rock, Arkansas, June 7-8, 1996 

Progress Toward Global Markets

Orlando, Florida, January 5-6, 1996

The Environment for Northeast Agriculture

Burlington, Vermont, June 9-10, 1995

Agricultural Policy in a Changing Era

Palm Desert, California, January 6-7, 1995

Technology in Agriculture’s Future

Bettendorf, Iowa, June 10-11, 1994
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International Trade: 1994 and Beyond

Phoenix, Arizona, January 7-8, 1994

Rural Development

Atlanta, Georgia, June 11-12, 1993

Institutional Change for a Dynamic Agriculture

Phoenix, Arizona, January 8-9, 1993

The Agricultural, Food and Environmental Policy Interface

Sacramento, California, June 26-27, 1992

U.S. Food and Agricultural Competitiveness

Boca Raton, Florida, January 3-4, 1992

Global Agricultural Markets for the 21st Century

Washington, D.C., June 6-7, 1991

Agriculture and Public Perceptions

Phoenix, Arizona, January 4-5, 1991

Biotechnology and the Future of Agriculture

Rosemont, Illinois, June 7-8, 1990

European Community 1992

Phoenix, Arizona, January 4-5, 1990

Society’s Contract with Production Agriculture

Rosemont, Illinois, June 8-9, 1989

Forces Shaping Policies Impacting Food & Agriculture

Phoenix, Arizona, January 5-6, 1989

The Rural Development Issue

Rosemont, Illinois, June 16-17, 1988

Issue Management: A New Challenge for Agriculture

Phoenix, Arizona, January 7-8, 1988

Will U.S. Agriculture Adjust to a Changing World?

Rosemont, Illinois, June 11-12, 1987

Multilateral Trade Negotiations: Implications and Prospects for U.S. Agriculture

Phoenix, Arizona, January 5-6, 1987

Agricultural Policy in 1986 and Beyond

Rosemont, Illinois, June 12-13, 1986

U.S. Agricultural Competitiveness

Phoenix, Arizona, January 6-7, 1986

Various Issues in Agriculture

Oak Brook, Illinois, June 13-14, 1985

Farm Legislation in 1985 and Beyond

Tucson, Arizona, January 10-11, 1985

Policy Alternatives for Improving Agricultural Trade

Fargo, North Dakota, June 14-15, 1984
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New Government Forces Shaping Future Agricultural Policy

Washington, D.C., January 26-27, 1984

A Look Ahead

Oak Brook, Illinois, June 9-10, 1983

The Past Two Years—The Next Two Years

Washington, D.C., February 3-4, 1983

Financing Agriculture and Agribusiness

Oak Brook, Illinois, June 10-11, 1982

Positive Roles for Agriculture/Agribusiness in Fulfilling Our National Purposes

Marco Island, Florida, January 7-8, 1982

Transportation: Its Impact on Agriculture and Agribusiness

Delavan, Wisconsin, May 28-29, 1981

Protecting the Ability of American Agriculture and Agribusiness 

to Produce and Market Products

Lake Buena Vista, Florida, January 15-16, 1981

New Approaches for Agriculture and Agribusiness in the 1980s

Oak Brook, Illinois, May 29-30, 1980

If Agricultural Exports Fade...?

Naples, Florida, January 10-11, 1980

China, Our New Relationship: Problems and Opportunities

Oak Brook, Illinois, May 31-June 1, 1979

The Tax Revolt — Its Effect on Agriculture/Agribusiness

Phoenix, Arizona, January 11-12, 1979

Financing the Future of American Agriculture — Sources of Capital

Saratoga Springs, New York, June 14-15, 1978

*Protecting our Power to Produce So That America May Eat

Agriculture/Agribusiness Under Changing Rules

Mackinac Island, Michigan, June 2-3, 1977

Which Direction Agriculture/Agribusiness 1977

Chicago, Illinois, December 1-2, 1976

How Can Agriculture and Business Participate More Effectively

in Political Education and Action?

Kansas, City, Missouri, May 19-20, 1976

NOTE: *Evidence exists that this meeting took place, but the location and date could not be determined.
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Chapter 10

The Hildreth Legacy:
Farm Foundation

Programming in the
1970s and 1980s1

“Jim Hildreth possessed an uncommon ability to sense evolving problems, identify
promising talent, and back risky but worthy projects. He could encourage intellectual
productivity without stifling professional creativity. That might be through a casual
visit in the hallway, an unexpected phone call, or offer of limited financial support.”2

—Robert Spitze, University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign

When Joe Ackerman retired in 1969 at the age of 65, Associate
Managing Director Jim Hildreth was appointed managing director
of Farm Foundation. The 44-year-old Hildreth was a member of the

World War II generation of agricultural social scientists beginning to come to
prominence.

Hildreth was an enthusiastic supporter of the university committees and the
Land Grant system. At the time, Farm Foundation was sponsoring no fewer
than 38 formal university committees. Projects were also sponsored on an ad hoc
basis with university agricultural social scientists. Hildreth, who had been with
Farm Foundation since 1962, was very active with the committees and well-
known by the Foundation’s university and USDA partners. The committees
brought together professionals from different institutions and regions, who fre-
quently had minor disagreements and arguments over methodology and focus.
Hildreth fully embraced the challenge to help work out a meeting of the minds.

Joe Coffey, who served as head of the Agricultural Economics
Department at Virginia Tech in the 1970s, remembers Hildreth as “...one of
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the wisest listeners and consensus builders I ever met. He did it with humor,
grace and insight. He was most stimulating. I never heard anyone say a nega-
tive word about Jim.”3 Bernard F. Stanton, a professor emeritus at Cornell
University who met Hildreth in the early 1960s, said: “He had a special role in
meetings, seeking ways to think otherwise, telling a story to lighten tension,
and making a pointed observation at the crucial moment. His was a special
role in working with agricultural economists and rural sociologists. He helped
them keep on track when discussing important issues. He sought to bring
people together or find ways to bridge apparent differences.”4

Hildreth rarely presided at the meetings, but his presence, unique wit and
trademark tobacco pipe were felt. Larry Libby, a faculty member at Michigan
State University, met Hildreth in the 1970s. He described him as “...the consum-
mate provocateur. He could ask the probing question, expanding beyond the

R.J. “Jim” Hildreth 
Farm Foundation Associate Managing Director, 1962-1969; Farm Foundation
Managing Director, 1970-1991

R.J. “Jim” Hildreth was born November 26, 1926, in Des Moines, Iowa. He was reared on

a farm near what he described as the “Norwegian Ghetto” of Huxley, Iowa. After military

service in Europe in World War II, Hildreth did undergraduate work in economics at

Iowa State University (1949), and specialized in labor economics for his master of

science degree (1950). After teaching at Augsburg College in Minneapolis for two years,

he received a Ph.D. in economics from Iowa State University in 1954.

He then joined the faculty of the Department of Agricultural Economics at Texas

A&M University. He was appointed research coordinator for West Texas, Texas Agricul-

tural Experiment Station and assistant director one year later. He joined Farm

Foundation in 1962, serving as associate managing director until 1970. He was manag-

ing director until his retirement in 1991.

During his tenure, Hildreth was elected president of the American Agricultural Eco-

nomics Association and secretary-treasurer of the International Association of

Agricultural Economists. He served on committees and the Board of Trustees of the

National Planning Association, as well as advisory committees of the American Medical

Association, American Bankers Association, American Veterinary Medical Association

and Boy Scouts of America.

He was elected a Fellow of the American Agricultural Economics Association, the

American Association for the Advancement of Science and the Soil and Water Conser-

vation Society. He also received the Distinguished Service to Rural Life Award from the

Rural Sociological Society, and the Henry A. Wallace Award from Iowa State University.

In retirement, Jim retained his keen interest in Farm Foundation, visiting the office a

few times each month and attending Round Table meetings from time to time. He gave

the keynote address at the 50th National Public Policy Education Conference spon-

sored by Farm Foundation in September 2000. He was in the process of writing this

book at the time of his death, May 22, 2002.
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specific point at issue to the broader context. He pushed people to question their
own position on things, and the underlying assumptions.”5

Part of Hildreth’s success was his unpretentiousness. “Jim knew how to plant
ideas in another person’s mind and make him feel that it was their idea,”6 accord-
ing to University of Nebraska professor Howard Ottoson.

Verne House of the University of Montana Extension Service said, “Jim
bridged many chasms in our profession. He did not appear to worry over the
chasms; he focused on good that could be done by working together. He was
respected by researchers, teachers and extension specialists, by females as well as
males, by sociologists as well as economists.” Hildreth had the ability to be both a
respected leader and good friend. “There were few people in our profession who
did not consider Jim Hildreth their friend,” said Stanton. “I think Jim would feel
that statement to be a compliment, and might even admit that it was true.”7

Hildreth’s guidance was frequently requested. Lowell Hill, a professor at the
University of Illinois, asked Hildreth to participate in several of his programs:
“His greatest contribution in these programs was his ability to cut through all the
rhetoric to the central issues, to clarify divergent opinions, and identify compro-
mises and commonalities leading to conflict resolution…His objectivity and
clarity of expression gained immediate respect, regardless of the topic, from all
participants. I invited him to meetings when I knew there would be conflict, as
one of the few people with the ability and perceptivity to function as mediator.”8

Hildreth viewed his responsibilities beyond coordinating committee meetings.
Larry Libby noted, “Jim was well known in all Land Grant agricultural economics
departments and by all Deans and Directors.”9 He was, as Warren McCord,
Extension Assistant Director at Auburn University recalled, “... the Land Grant’s
‘insider outsider.’ Jim Hildreth knew as much about Land Grant as those of us who
were employed by it. However, because he was not an employee of the Land Grant
system he could provide a perspective that was bold and relevant.”10

Larry J. Conner, dean emeritus of the College of Agricultural and Life
Sciences at Michigan State University, saw Hildreth as someone who could get
things done. “At the North Central Agricultural Economics Chairs meeting one
year, I commented on the need for agricultural economics chairs to have a
national meeting. Jim immediately responded by hosting the first agricultural
economics chairs reception at the American Agricultural Economics
Association meetings.”11 Countless stories exist of Hildreth providing a recom-
mendation which got an important idea in motion or someone a promotion or
job.

There was more to Farm Foundation programming than the university
committees. Barry Flinchbaugh, Kansas Extension State Leader, noted, “Jim and
Farm Foundation had a significant impact on higher education by providing
‘seed money’ for countless projects.” Hildreth was well-known for his frugality.
Flinchbaugh added, “No one could get more bang for the buck than Hildreth.”12
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Agricultural and Political Environment.13 The 1970s and 1980s were a tur-
bulent period for U.S. agriculture. A succession of events shaped U.S. agricultural
policy and by association, Farm Foundation’s program focus. During this period,
Farm Foundation and U.S. agriculture realized that events previously viewed
with cursory interest, such as government monetary policy decisions and foreign
affairs, now had major implications for agriculture and rural communities.

The first occurrence would lead U.S. agriculture into one of its worst crises
since the Great Depression. In the early 1970s, the United States experienced its
first trade deficit since World War II. The Nixon administration responded by
devaluing the dollar and moving from a fixed to a flexible exchange rate system.
This change made U.S. commodities more attractive overseas and encouraged
increased exports.

At about the same time, poor weather and crop disease in the United States
drastically reduced U.S. feed grain production. These losses were exacerbated by
adverse weather conditions in other parts of the world. Public concern soon
developed about the world’s ability to feed itself. Further, the potential for
exports increased when the United States began normalizing relations with
China in 1972 and exporting grain to the Soviet Union in 1973.

With favorable investment incentives in the U.S. tax code and government
loans to producers at below-market interest rates, U.S. farmers responded to the
call to “feed the world” and agricultural production skyrocketed. Between 1970
and 1973, U.S. exports of feed grain, wheat and related products doubled.
During the same period, net farm income also doubled.

With the agricultural sector generating impressive returns and the optimism
that these conditions would persist indefinitely, tremendous investment
occurred in agriculture. Farm land began to be viewed speculatively as a hedge
against inflation. Between 1969 and 1978, the value of farm land and buildings
in the U.S. increased 73 percent. Since a large share of the increased investment
was financed, farm mortgage debt increased 59 percent between 1970 and 1980.

The first crack in the boom occurred when agricultural prices and farm
income leveled off. The 1977 farm bill sharply increased commodity target
prices and loan rates, and tied future rates to temporary, inflation-driven
increases in farm production costs. Many producers found they could no longer
cover their debt payments from farming returns. Loans were frequently refi-
nanced with the rising value of land as collateral.

Another crack occurred on January 4, 1980, when President Jimmy Carter
announced a grain embargo in retaliation for the Soviet Union’s invasion of
Afghanistan. Rather than starving the Soviets out of Afghanistan, Australia,
Argentina, Europe and Canada continued exporting wheat, corn and barley to
the Soviet Union and captured the U.S. market share. Additionally, the 1981
farm bill assumed continued inflationary growth and provided for an additional
6 percent annual increase in commodity target prices.
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The Reagan administration’s fiscal policy resulted in higher interest rates,
and the dollar appreciated relative to major trading partners. U.S. agricultural
exports peaked in 1981 and by 1986 fell by more than 50 percent. U.S. commod-
ity prices and farm income fell drastically.

W. Neill Schaller 
Farm Foundation Associate Managing Director, 1969-1977

W. Neill Schaller was born in Stamford, Connecticut, and grew up on a farm near Lynch-

burg, Virginia. He obtained an A.B. degree from Princeton University in sociology and a

Ph.D. in agricultural economics from the University of California-Berkeley in 1962.

Schaller served on the staff of the U.S. Department of Agriculture from 1957-1969.

From 1957-1960, he worked for the Economic Research Service in Berkeley conducting

economic research at the University of California. He served for one year as acting

deputy assistant administrator for International Agricultural Development and for nine

years as program leader in the farm production economics division of the Economic

Research Service in Washington, D.C.

Beginning in 1969, Schaller served as associate managing director of Farm Foun-

dation. After his service with Farm Foundation, Schaller was administrator of

Extension Service, USDA. He later served as associate director of the Henry A. Wallace

Institute for Alternative Agriculture. Schaller recalled some of the highlights during

his tenure:

“I don’t think we ever had anything like a single or dominant focus. That

just wasn’t the Foundation’s style. However, there were a number of special,

timely projects in which we played an active role as a catalyst and participant.

One was a national public policy extension education project entitled ‘Who

Will Control U.S. Agriculture.’ It was a down-to-earth, substantive educational

effort to help the public realize that there were different possible futures for

American agriculture. It could consist of individual family-owned-and-oper-

ated farms, a corporate agriculture, or an agriculture in which cooperatives

played a dominant role. And it went on to explain who might be affected by

each kind, and how, and what people could do to encourage the kind of agri-

culture they believed to be the most desirable.

“Another challenging educational project was entitled ‘Your Food.’ It too

was an especially timely, well-organized effort to shed light on current and

prospective food-related issues of growing public interest and concern. These

were prime examples of fact-based educational projects that might never

have come about—or gained public interest—without the convener-catalyst

role of the Farm Foundation.

“There were other subjects of interest and concern to us in those days.

Issues such as rural community development and the provision of health care

in rural areas were always calling for careful thought and attention. They too

were public issues that might have been seriously neglected by agricultural

research and extension folks if USDA and Land Grant people had not been

encouraged by the Foundation to address them.”29
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During 1981-1986, U.S. agriculture experienced its worst depression since
the 1930s. Many farm families lost their way of making a living, their lifestyles
and their accumulated wealth. Farm population declined more than 50 percent
to 4.6 million in 1990 from 9.7 million in 1970. Farmers made up 4.6 percent of
the labor force in 1970 and 2.6 percent in 1990. The number of farms fell 25
percent to 2.1 million in 1990 from 2.8 million in 1970.14 The impacts were felt
throughout rural communities as well as by those sectors of the economy that
support production agriculture, especially agricultural finance. As land values
fell, both lenders and borrowers suffered. The U.S. Farm Credit System lost $2.7
billion in 1985 alone.

U.S. farm policy also fell into a crisis. When market prices fell to levels
below newly legislated target prices, record government cash outlays occurred.
Market prices fell to the loan rate level and farm products that would have been
exported were put into USDA’s Commodity Credit Corporation (CCC)
storage at high government cost. The focus of the 1985 farm bill was reducing
supply and increasing export competitiveness. While retaining target price and
loan rate mechanisms, that legislation reintroduced land retirement programs,
introduced export-enhancement programs, created marketing loans and paid
dairy producers to slaughter entire herds.15 Traditional agricultural policy
approaches survived in the 1990 farm bill, though budgetary issues were front
and center.

Farm Foundation Programming. At its 1970 annual meeting, the Board of
Trustees endorsed regrouping Foundation activities into four main program
areas: commercial agriculture, rural development, environmental quality and
natural resource development, and leadership development. Recognizing that
improvement in rural life required the participation of many people and agen-
cies, the Board encouraged the staff to urge universities and USDA to develop
new relationships with groups concerned with improvement of rural life.

The following excerpt from the Farm Foundation 1972-73 Annual Report
provides perspective on the Foundation’s style and approach in the 1970s:

“Nature of Our Public Responsibility
“Farm Foundation works far back in a means-end chain. We do not
provide rural people with direct means to their well-being, such as
income, a better environment, or enhanced opportunity; nor do we
produce any thing that contributes to those means, such as employment
and improved health care. Rather, we encourage the development and
dissemination of knowledge in the belief that a better rural life will not
result, or if attained that it will not endure, without a strong knowledge
base for making decisions.

“But before useful knowledge is developed, the raw material—
observations, ideas, and facts—must pass through many minds, where it
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is interpreted, tested, improved, and finally communicated to decision
makers. In a sense, Farm Foundation’s role is to help ensure not only that
the raw material is converted into knowledge but that it is done well. We
do this in two ways: by providing, or encouraging others to provide, a
forum for this conversion process—for example, through our support of
some thirty-two research and extension committees; and by becoming
involved in the process through staff participation in committee activi-
ties and other advisory work.

“Like so many other organizations, Farm Foundation has found that
the composition and needs of its ultimate clientele have change dramat-
ically since its establishment. No longer are rural people mainly farmers,
and no longer is a better income the only, or even the most important,
means to their well-being. Through a recent change in our program we
have increased our emphasis on human and community development,
and on natural resource development and environmental issues.”16

A decision was made in the 1970s to provide financial and staff support for
research activities on an ad hoc basis, rather than through ongoing research
committees. The Foundation subsequently brought together researchers and
users of research to identify problems and needs, to develop research strategies,
or to seek improvements in data and research methodology. The Foundation
sought to expand its ability to serve as a catalyst by focusing on identified pri-
ority problems and needs—a philosophy of programming which continues in
the 21st century.

Priorities and specific plans were established for multi-state or formal
regional research projects. The number of requests for extension seminars and
workshops grew. These events provided a basis for national and regional cooper-
ation in developing educational materials and promoting research to improve
the quality of information for extension education. The Foundation used its
limited funds in areas it believed had the highest payoff potential. Private organ-

Farm Foundation’s 50th Anniversary

Farm Foundation commemorated its 50th anniversary November 8, 1983, at the Kansas

City Club, Kansas City, Missouri. The celebration was attended by 73 current and former

Board members, staff and friends. The program included a presentation on Farm Foun-

dation’s past 50 years by Managing Director Jim Hildreth and remarks by Bob Bergland

and Earl Butz on “U.S. Agriculture and Rural Life in the Next 50 Years.” Hildreth noted,

“The Farm Foundation staff over the last 50 years has been a small group. Only seven

people have served as managing director or associate managing director. It is more

important to think about what the Farm Foundation is going to do during the next 50

years than it is to remember the last 50 years.”30
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izations and firms with a concern for better knowledge and understanding sup-
ported Foundation activities.

Public Policy. In addition to its four program areas, Farm Foundation con-
tinued to emphasize policy education across program areas. Through the
National Public Policy Education Committee (Chapter 7), Farm Foundation
organized several major public policy education programs in the 1970s.

• “Who Will Control Agriculture?” was a multi-state educational effort
consisting of a booklet (35,000 copies) and series of educational leaflets
(43,000 copies) on organization and control alternatives for commercial
agriculture. The project also included a series of briefings with producers,
agribusiness, rural community leaders, state extension workers, and con-
gressional committees.

• A major multi-state extension education project, “Your Food,” included a pub-
lication, educational leaflets (100,000 copies) and briefing materials. Policy
issues addressed included: Will there be enough food? Who will get it? Will
you share it? Will it be safe and nutritious? Who will control the food system?
What can you do about it?

Other public policy projects sponsored by Farm Foundation in the 1970s
and 1980s included:

• Organized and participated in programs to brief House and Senate staffers
on agricultural policy options in cooperation with the Congressional
Research Service and other agencies.

• Co-sponsored a symposium on legal, economic and social issues concerning
animal patents.

• Sponsored and published Decoupling Farm Programs.
• Studied the effect on agriculture of the Immigration Reform and Control

Act of 1986.
• Sponsored a conference on federal policy options to develop and revitalize

rural America.
• Published Policy Choices for a Changing Agriculture.
• Published Outlook for U.S. Agriculture Under Alternative Macroeconomic Policy

Scenarios.
• Developed a policy agenda for increasing U.S. agriculture competitiveness

and trade.
• Published Agricultural Policy and its Impact on Agribusiness. 
• Sponsored public policy education programs on child and family issues.
• Supported research on ramifications of the national dairy herd buyout program.
• Published The Farm Credit Crisis: Policy Options and Consequences.
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• Organized an agricultural policy workshop, “Policy Options for 1985.”
• Published Retention of Farmland.
• Sponsored Federal Marketing Programs in Agriculture: Issues and Options,

which was initially published by the Congressional Agriculture Committees
and then by Farm Foundation to obtain a wider distribution.

• Co-sponsored a rangeland policy seminar.
• Published Property Taxes – Reform, Relief, Repeal.
• Conducted a natural resource use and environmental policy seminar.

Commercial Agricultural Management. Farm Foundation continued to
support activities promoting research and distribution of knowledge about
improving commercial agricultural management. Examples are:

• Sponsored a seminar to help extension workers assist small and low-income
farmers.

• Supported scientific studies and reports on how agricultural commodities
are priced.

• Funded an analysis of the competitive position of Southern agriculture in a
world economy.

• Studied factors influencing farm size and structure in the North Central
region of the United States.

• Supported the Food and Agriculture Committee of the National Planning
Association.

• Sponsored a research seminar on the determinants of land prices.
• Convened a forum on market risk management for farmers.
• Organized a seminar on using computers for improved decision making on

the farm.
• Co-sponsored an international conference on sustainable agricultural

systems.
• Sponsored a research/extension symposium on farming systems.
• Organized a workshop on the interaction between climate and agriculture.
• Promoted a study to evaluate agricultural research and its effect on farm

productivity.
• Co-sponsored a conference to assess the impacts of biotechnology in agricul-

ture and the food system
• Studied women’s roles on North American farms.
• Studied rents, rentals and renting in agriculture.
• Investigated the policy consequences of transportation deregulation.
• Worked with the U.S. Internal Revenue Service on annual revisions of the

Farmer’s Tax Guide.
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Environmental Quality and Natural Resource Development. Projects
included:

• Supported a Great Plains conservation tillage seminar.
• Promoted a conference on the theology of land.
• Published Water Scarcity: Impacts on Western Agriculture.
• Sponsored studies and reports on land use, the energy crisis and environ-

mental concerns.
• Facilitated research on land use transitions in areas that are urbanizing.
• Studied the social, economic and environmental consequences of the Food

Security Act of 1985.
• Studied the assessment and valuation of land for taxation.
• Studied economic issues in waste management.
• Conducted a workshop on policies for retention of farmland.
• Promoted a research methodology in natural resource economics.

Rural Development. Projects included:

• Co-sponsored a series of joint conferences and workshops with the
American Medical Association on rural health care.

• Supported a workshop titled, “A New Agenda for Rural America.”
• Conducted a forum on rural adult education.
• Sponsored a seminar on “Financing Rural Health.”
• Studied community economic development by retention and expansion of

existing business.
• Promoted research on rural financial markets and state and local govern-

ment finances in the 1980s.

Leadership Development. Activities included:

• Support of the George Washington Carver Public Service Hall of Fame
Award.

• Support of the 4-H Executive Development Institute Program.
• Promoted staff coordination among Land Grant university administrative

groups.
• Studied the impact of vocational agricultural programs in secondary schools.
• Co-sponsored workshops of the Agricultural Economics Reference

Organization.
• Supported rural pastor training in economics and rural sociology.
• Supported the Committee on Women in Agricultural Economics.
• Sponsored a workshop on the role of ethics and values in agricultural and

natural resource curricula.
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• Supported the Great Lakes Church Leadership School.
• Assisted development of the Higher Education in Agriculture Policy

Statement by industry and university administrators.
• Co-sponsored seminars on “Ethics and Agricultural Research, Teaching and

Extension.”
• Helped organize the American Agricultural Law Association.
• Supported the Blacks in Agricultural Economics committee.
• Supported the North Central Council of Administrative Heads of

Agriculture.

As one significant element of its leadership development program, Farm
Foundation made significant contributions to rural life by helping rural pastors
understand the economic and social realities of rural life.17 Topics included effi-
cient land use and conservation, farm and home planning, improved health and
sanitation, and how to work effectively as leaders in rural communities. (See
Chapter 5 for an earlier perspective on this program area.) A number of institu-
tional interdenominational centers and colleges of agriculture cooperated with
Farm Foundation in presenting this training, including: 

• Agricultural Missions, Inc., New York, New York
• American Country Life Association, Chicago, Illinois
• Appalachian Ministries Education Resource Center, Berea, Kentucky
• Boston University School of Theology, Boston, Massachusetts
• Center for Parish Development, Naperville, Illinois
• Chicago Theological Seminary, Chicago, Illinois
• Christian Rural Fellowship, New York, New York
• Christian Theological Seminary, Indianapolis, Indiana
• Emory University Candler School of Theology, Emory, Georgia
• Garrett Biblical Institute, Evanston, Illinois
• Iliff School of Theology, Denver, Colorado
• Interseminary Commission for Training of Rural Ministers, Boston,

Massachusetts
• Michigan State University, East Lansing, Michigan
• National Catholic Rural Life Conference, Des Moines, Iowa
• National Council of Churches of Christ, New York, New York
• National Lutheran Council, Chicago, Illinois
• National Town-Country Institute, Parksville, Missouri
• Northeastern Association for Church and Society, Boston, Massachusetts
• Oberlin College, Oberlin, Ohio
• Ohio State University, Columbus, Ohio
• Oregon State University, Corvallis, Oregon
• Rural Church Center, Green Lake, Wisconsin
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• Tennessee State University, Nashville, Tennessee (Bi-Vocational Ministers
Workshop)

• University of Arkansas, Fayetteville, Arkansas
• University of Minnesota, St. Paul, Minnesota
• University of Wisconsin, Madison, Wisconsin
• West Virginia University, Morgantown, West Virginia
• Westminster Theological Seminary, Westminster, Maryland

Formed in 1961, the National Committee of Continuing Education for
Town and Country Pastors brought together church leaders and personnel from
Land Grant universities. They explored contributions Land Grants could make
to continuing education for pastors, and defined the role and responsibility of
both the universities and the pastors. Farm Foundation Trustee Paul Johnson
chaired the committee for a number of years.

In the 1990s, as church bodies turned their attention to growing member-
ships in suburban areas, the number of training courses for rural pastors
decreased. During this time, the general rural population, and thus membership
in congregations, declined and Farm Foundation’s program moved from assisting
church workers to more adequately ministering to the needs of rural people. It
shifted to helping church leaders better understand the forces influencing and

American Agricultural Law Association

In December 1979 Farm Foundation sponsored a meeting in Rosemont, Illinois, to

explore the idea of creating a national organization for professionals interested in agricul-

tural law. Jim Hildreth organized that event with Neil Harl of Iowa State University, and

Dale Dahl of the University of Minnesota. About a dozen academic agricultural lawyers,

many being the only lawyer within an agricultural economics department, participated.

At a second meeting in August 1980 at the University of Illinois, catalyzed by Farm Foun-

dation, participants endorsed draft articles of incorporation and bylaws for what was to

become the American Agricultural Law Association (AALA).

In December 1980, approximately 150 agricultural lawyers and other professionals

participated in that First Annual Agricultural Law Symposium at the University of Min-

nesota. Farm Foundation provided financial support for that meeting, at which AALA

was created by the adoption of articles of incorporation and bylaws. Harl was elected

AALA’s first president and a board of directors was named.

Today, AALA has more than 550 members, including agricultural lawyers, govern-

ment representatives, academics and other professionals. The academic community

plays a large role in organizing the annual program, which includes a broad range of

practitioners as presenters. The annual symposiums draw more than 200 participants.

Walt Armbruster served as AALA president in 1996 and Steve Halbrook served as AALA

president 2006-2007. The Association is on sound financial footing and has great

demand for its annual programs.
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impacting rural communities and people, allowing them to better serve those
needs. At the Rural Ministry Collegium in New Rochelle, New York, in 1990, an
event supported by Farm Foundation, theologians, academics, sociologists and
professional ministers reviewed demographic data, research and position papers
on rural life, as well as values and conceptual frameworks.

More than 200 representatives from 22 denominations participated in a
1991 Consultation on Pastoral Leadership for the Appalachian Region. It pro-
vided an open forum for ideas and strategies to better enlist, equip and sustain
effective church leadership in Appalachia. In 1994, a Tri-State Ministers
Workshop, organized by Tennessee State University and supported by Farm
Foundation, provided training and support to predominantly minority ministers
working in poor rural communities.

Farm Foundation also supported efforts of the Rural Church Network for
the United States and Canada (RCN). One project was to revive interest among
selected seminaries in teaching courses related to rural ministry. The
Association of Theological Schools cooperates with RCN.

David C. Ruesink, a retired extension sociologist at Texas A&M
University and an active participant in the National Committee on
Continuing Education for Rural Clergy at Land Grant Colleges and State

NEC-63

In April 1985, Farm Foundation and USDA agencies sponsored a conference entitled

“Research on Effectiveness of Agricultural Commodity Promotion” in Arlington, Virginia.

The conference convened under the co-leadership of then Farm Foundation Associate

Managing Director Walt Armbruster and Les Meyers of USDA Economic Research

Service, to assess the current state of research knowledge about and availability of

research tools for further work on agricultural commodity promotion programs. This

meeting was in response to growing interest among agricultural producers to establish

generic advertising promotion programs to increase commodity sales, though the

effectiveness of such programs had not been thoroughly researched. From that confer-

ence, the NEC-63 Commodity Promotion Research Committee was established as a

research coordinating committee under the Northeast Experiment Station Directors of

the Land Grant Universities. This national organization brings together the academic

research community, government agencies administering commodity promotion pro-

grams, and the industries involved in those programs to assess the value of the

programs and provide guidance on how to increase program impacts. At semi-annual

meetings, researchers exchange recent findings and developments in methods to

better refine estimates of program impacts. These meetings are also an opportunity to

interact with government officials and industry leaders concerning economic and

policy issues facing the programs. This institutional structure has retained a strong role

and continues to bring improved analysis to federally authorized programs, a number

of which require periodic evaluation of impacts.
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Universities, provided a perspective: “Clergy and lay leaders in rural and small
membership churches are becoming more informed about social, economic,
and political changes affecting their community. A better understanding of
how to serve the congregation and community results in improved interfacing
between religious organizations and other agencies. This has come about
because of Farm Foundation’s interest in supporting meetings which encour-
age Land Grant universities to continue working with church leaders as a
special category of community influence.”18

Farm Foundation Staff. The activities of Foundation staff within other
organizations and groups continued to increase in the 1970s and 1980s. They
served in influential positions in organizations and activities working to improve
the economic and social well-being of agriculture and rural people. They were
also involved with national and international professional associations, such as
the American Agricultural Economics Association, American Agricultural Law
Association, National FFA Farm Business Management Contest, Council on
Education of the American Veterinary Medical Association, National Planning
Association and the International Association of Agricultural Economists.

They served regional needs through the Chicago Agricultural Economists
Club, North Central Rural Development Center, Southern Rural Development
Center, Joint Council on Food and Agricultural Sciences, and the Kettering
Foundation Agribusiness Advisory Board.

They addressed topical issues through review teams to evaluate research,
extension and instruction programs at departments of agricultural economics;
work groups for the Office of Technology Assessment project on U.S. Food and
Agriculture Research; and the International Association of Agricultural
Economists Task Force on Professional Relations with the People’s Republic of
China; and as a workgroup leader at the 1976 World Food Conference at Iowa
State University. Staff also presented numerous seminars at Land Grant univer-
sities, USDA agencies and other groups of agricultural economists and rural
sociologists.
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Notable Farm Foundation Board Members

Richard E. Albrecht, president of Farm Progress Publications, served on Farm Founda-

tion’s Board of Trustees from 1971-1981. Jim Hildreth recalled, “As a communicator with

farm audiences, he provided useful perspectives on farm and rural problems as seen by

readers and professional agricultural communicators. He had a wide range of contacts

with agricultural organizations and agribusiness firms.”19

Boyd C. Bartlett, president and CEO of Deere & Company, was a member of the Board

from 1976-1986. “Bartlett’s knowledge of the economic status of farmers was very large

and useful as an officer of Deere & Company. He provided insight and perspective for

the Foundation programming and activities, as well as business management sugges-

tions for the operation of the Foundation,” recalled Hildreth.20

Orville G. Bentley, dean of the College of Agriculture at the University of Illinois, was a

Farm Foundation Trustee from 1968-1978, and chairman of the Board 1972-1978. Hil-

dreth noted, “Bentley provided linkages with research, extension and instruction of the

colleges of agriculture in the Land Grant system. He also provided perspective on

Midwest farming and rural problems and opportunities for Foundation programming.”21

C. E. Bishop, president of the University of Arkansas, served on the Board from 1969-

1979. Hildreth wrote, “Bishop was trained as an agricultural economist and served

many roles as an economist and administrator in higher education. These experiences

provided useful insight and perspective on opportunities for Foundation projects and

programs. His knowledge and contacts in the Southeast and Southern agriculture and

rural areas were very valuable for the Foundation.”22

Will Erwin served as a “farmer member” on the Board of Trustees from 1981-1991. Hil-

dreth recalled, “He represented the farmer’s points of view on problems and

opportunities for improving the well-being of farmers and rural people. He was active

in farm and agricultural organizations and had contacts in government. Erwin was

open to new and different ideas, but always gave them careful evaluation. He was close

to Land Grant research and extension programs and made useful suggestions for Farm

Foundation activities.”23

Connie Greig of the Little Acorn Ranch in Estherville, Iowa, served on Farm Founda-

tion’s Board of Trustees from 1979-1984. Hildreth noted, “The Greigs operated the Little

Acorn Ranch with her husband [John] as the crop manager and Connie the livestock

manager. As a successful manager, she provided insight into farm and rural problems.

Her suggestions and ideas for Foundation programming were often very innovative

and useful.”24

Roland Hendrickson, president of the Agricultural Division of Pfizer, Inc., served on

the Board from 1982-1992. Hildreth noted, “He provided perspective and insight

from the agricultural biochemical industry. His interests were nationwide as well as

international. The biochemical industry was at the leading edge of new technology

and methods for production agriculture. His interest and support of the Foundation

program and his useful style of interaction with staff and Board made a large 

contribution.”25
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D. Gale Johnson was a member of Farm Foundation’s Board of Trustees from 1979-

1989. Hildreth recalled: “Johnson grew up on an Iowa farm, received his B.S. and Ph.D.

from Iowa State University and joined the faculty at the University of Chicago. His

research was in the area of agriculture and trade policies. He was Provost at the Univer-

sity during his term on the Foundation Board. Johnson combined farm, international

trade, general economics and university perspectives in his suggestions and discus-

sions of Foundation projects and programs.”26

Orion Samuelson, agriculture and business broadcaster at WGN Radio, served on the

Board from 1973-1999. Hildreth noted, “Samuelson was well known as an agricultural

communicator in the Midwest as well as nationwide. He paid attention to the feedback

from his audiences and thus provided useful predictions of emerging agricultural and

rural problems and opportunities. Samuelson also had contact with advertisers and

their points of view. His broad knowledge and his support of the Foundation’s program

was very helpful.”27

Joseph P. Sullivan, executive vice president of Swift and Company and later CEO of the

Vigoro Corporation, served on Farm Foundation’s Board from 1975-1989. He was chair-

man of the Board twice during his service. Hildreth recalled, “Sullivan’s knowledge of

farm production problems and opportunities as well as the fertilizer industry and the

Chicago business community was keen. This knowledge and his support for the goals

of the Foundation made him a very valuable and useful member of the Board.”28
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Chapter 11

The Armbruster Era:
Strategic Planning and

Programming 1991-2007
“Farm Foundation’s strategic plan has been designed... to address the difficult problems
of rural America as it adjusts to the changes created by domestic and international
forces.”1

—Robert M. Book, Farm Foundation Trustee, 1993

The 1990s and the early years of the 21st century represented a new era at
Farm Foundation. As the 1990s began, Farm Foundation found itself
with new professional leadership for the first time in 22 years. At the

same time, the staff and Board of Trustees were challenged to adapt the vision of
the founders to a period of rapid change in agriculture. It could be argued that
the economic and structural shocks experienced during this time were of a mag-
nitude which had not occurred since the Great Depression. Farm Foundation
adapted to the changing times in many ways, both large and small.

Walter J. Armbruster became managing director on December 1, 1991.
Armbruster had been associate managing director of Farm Foundation since
1978, and had prior experience with USDA. While serving as associate manag-
ing director, Armbruster was active with the Finance Committee in revamping
management of the Foundation’s trust funds.

Up until then, the investment strategy had been highly conservative (see
Chapter 12), and the endowment had consistently lost purchasing power for a
generation. Working with the Finance Committee—which was then chaired by
Joseph Sullivan—Armbruster helped initiate a new balanced, total-return
investment strategy that led to unprecedented growth during the 1990s. The
trust’s value doubled from 1991 to 2007, net of annual program expenditures of
approximately 5 percent of the trust value.

In 1992, the Board made another decision that initiated fundamental change
within Farm Foundation—the adoption of a system of rotational, one-year terms
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for chairs of the Board.2 As a consequence, more individuals would chair the
Board during Armbruster’s tenure that during any previous managing director.
Each new chair brought a new leadership style and priority issues, and the press
for change was rapid.

Recent Trustees have served a maximum of two five-year terms.3

Consequently, none of the Trustees serving in 2007 served with another manag-
ing director/president. This brought new ideas and faces to the boardroom,
contributing to change in programs.

In June 1999, the titles of managing director and associate managing direc-
tor were changed to president and vice president by action of Farm Foundation’s
Board of Trustees. The change was made to better communicate the duties and
activities of these positions in more commonly used terminology. Armbruster
became president and Steve Halbrook, who, in 1992, succeeded Armbruster as
associate managing director, became vice-president.

Globalization and Agriculture. U.S. agriculture found itself in an increas-
ingly globalized and competitive world throughout the 1990s. Trends continued
which had begun in the Great Depression—declines in the number of farmers
and farms, increases in average farm acreage, and development of various forms
of supply chain management. In the 1990s, though, it became apparent that
other forces were taking agriculture into a new era.

U.S. societal and demographic trends drove changes in the food system. New
products were created, and traditional products were repackaged or prepared
differently to appeal to an increasingly health-conscious, convenience-driven,
ethnically-diverse population. The majority of U.S. households no longer fit the
1950s model. Fewer people had time to prepare elaborate meals as more spouses
worked outside the home. Traditional products, like frozen whole broilers, lost
market share while value-added products, such as whole rotisserie chicken and
ready-to-cook chicken parts, gained market share.

Steve A. Halbrook 
Farm Foundation Associate Managing Director/Vice President, 1992-present

Steve Halbrook received bachelor of arts and Ph.D. degrees in economics at the

University of Arkansas and Iowa State University, respectively, and a J.D. at Drake

University School of Law. Prior to joining Farm Foundation, Halbrook was in private

legal practice and an economic consultant specializing in dairy marketing issues. He

has served as an agricultural economist in the Agricultural Marketing Service, USDA;

executive vice president of the National Dairy Promotion and Research Board; and as

an economist for the Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System. Halbrook,

who joined Farm Foundation in July 1992, played a strong role in supporting Arm-

bruster’s leadership, and led Farm Foundation’s efforts in the evolving area of

bioenergy.
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The changes in the 1990s impacted the entire food production and distribu-
tion system. At the corporate level, mergers and acquisitions reduced many
traditional agricultural and food companies to subsidiaries of large, diverse cor-
porations. Consolidation also occurred in seed, chemical and fertilizer
companies. Companies began to look at integrating operations from production
to distribution, consistent with the dictates of the globalized market and con-
sumers with higher incomes. The supply chain business model evolved. 

Producers began aligning their operations with processors/manufacturers/
wholesalers. Livestock operations, in particular, rapidly began to increase in size
to take advantage of economies of scale and integrated systems. Cutting-edge
advances, such as biotechnology and precision farming, became commonplace in
agriculture. 

Food safety and environmental concerns accelerated. Many long-used pesti-
cides and chemical additives were banned. Products of biotechnology entered the
market. Product recalls for pathogen contamination became more common.
Recalls of ground beef, deli meat and chicken products totaled an astonishing 48
million pounds from July to October 2002.4 In one instance, a major meat proces-
sor went out of business after selling products with pathogens, though no deaths
resulted. Mad cow disease (bovine spongiform encephalopathy) and the virulent
bacteria E. coli O157:H7 became household terms. In response, regulatory
changes, proposals for tracing product from farm-to-table, and private initiatives
to more effectively manage the supply chains were introduced. Regulation
increased for confined animal feeding operations and non-point source pollution.

Internationally, trade agreements benefited some agricultural segments and
created tensions in others. The North American Free Trade Agreement
(NAFTA) took effect in 1994, liberalizing trade between the United States,
Canada and Mexico. Completion of the Uruguay Round of the General
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) in 1994 set the rules for the world’s
trading partners and created the World Trade Organization (WTO) as a formal
structure for settling international disputes.

The basic U.S. agricultural policy framework changed as well. In 1994, when
the Republican Party took control of both houses of Congress for the first time
in 50 years, one legislative focus was reforming agricultural policy. The “Freedom
to Farm” legislation, in effect from 1996 to 2002, replaced the traditional target
price mechanism with “transition payments.” In retrospect, such a considerable
revamping would not have been possible had it not been for record high com-
modity prices present during its passage. In the late 1990s, the Asian financial
crisis substantially reduced export demand and commodity prices fell. Farmers
once again looked to Washington for help. “Freedom to Farm” was abrogated
through record levels of government payments to farmers.

Throughout all of this change, agriculture came to be viewed more like other
business sectors. Farms began to develop business plans. Farm Foundation Board
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members were struggling to adapt to the rapidly changing environment in their
own organizations. In the face of so much change, it was natural for Farm
Foundation’s programming approach to be re-examined.

Strategic Planning. Entering the 1990s, the Farm Foundation Board of
Trustees saw the need for a more systematic approach to programming. The
need for developing a strategic plan and areas for priority attention were dis-
cussed in the January 1992 Board meeting. Chairman of the Board Robert
Thompson stated, “...the goal of the priority identification process was not to
reinvent the wheel, but start from the conclusions of earlier discussions.”5 At the
June 1992 Board meeting, a draft strategic plan was presented and adopted. It
was implemented during 1992-1993. The strategic plan printed in the 1993
Annual Report:

• Stated that the Foundation’s mission “is to improve the economic and social
prospects of agriculture and rural communities in America.”

• Defined challenges resulting from economic and social changes in agricul-
ture and rural communities. These included macroeconomics, trade,
environmental issues, food safety and commodity programs. 

• Reaffirmed the Foundation’s catalytic leadership role to increase public
knowledge of issues, promote communication about emerging agricultural
issues, encourage better understanding of the issues and provide opportuni-
ties to explore new alternatives.

• Identified six program priority areas: Globalization, Environmental Issues,
New Technologies, Consumer Issues, Role of Agricultural Institutions, and
Changing Rural Communities.6

Program Implementation. Initial Board feedback on implementation of the
strategic plan was positive. Chairman of the Board Arthur J. Fogerty stated in the
1994 Annual Report, “This year, as we begin to test the elements of Farm
Foundation’s year-old Strategic Plan, we remember that Farm Foundation was
established in another era marked by major structural changes in American agri-
culture. Now as then, technological advances and the resulting social changes
have a profound impact on the science of agriculture as well as upon families
living on and near America’s farms. As we bring agricultural, government, aca-
demic and business leaders together to develop better public policy and stimulate
creative thinking about these changes, our Strategic Plan renews our focus and
gives us important feedback. Thus, we strive to achieve Farm Foundation’s
mission and continue to be an effective force in the field of agriculture.”7

The adoption of the strategic plan in 1992 implied substantial change in pro-
gramming, although the magnitude of change that would occur was not fully
appreciated at the time. This redirection began a trend of Farm Foundation
seeking new collaborators and working to a greater degree outside of its traditional
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Land Grant partners. Additionally, Farm Foundation began to have a more inter-
national focus, due to the globalization priority area and the impact of the
increasingly global economy on all priority areas. Farm Foundation also increased
its association with USDA agencies through cooperative agreements, providing
funding for collaborative projects of mutual interest.

It was recognized that catalytic leadership requires project involvement by
both staff and the Board. Staff involvement in projects funded by the
Foundation had always been a hallmark of its programming, which is different
from many other foundations. The new strategic plan logically led staff to report
to the Board on programs by priority area.

Semi-annual reports to the Board generated discussion that explored
various elements of the priority area topics. These discussions provided staff
ideas to communicate to contacts within the Land Grant universities and
other organizations and institutions with whom Farm Foundation collabo-
rated to implement projects. Farm Foundation’s partners in research and
education found the ideas informative in focusing on important economic
policy issues affecting the future of agriculture and rural communities. While
implementation of the strategic plan was left entirely to the discretion of
Farm Foundation staff, Board input was integrated into implementation
strategies.

When the strategic plan was being adopted in 1992, there was discussion of
changing the name of Farm Foundation. The issue was first raised by John Block
“so that the name of the Foundation is more description of its mission.”8 At the
following Board meeting, divisions of views were evident, leading to a decision to
study the issue in conjunction with implementing the strategic plan. The issue
was dropped after research concluded that there were no alternative names that
better described the major thrust of the Foundation that were not already being
used by other entities.

1996 Strategic Plan Update. In 1996, the Board reviewed and updated the
strategic plan. The new plan did not significantly change the priority areas, but
provided greater detail on Farm Foundation’s operating, management and finan-
cial procedures. It emphasized the Foundation’s role as a catalyst for change:

“Farm Foundation strives to provide a forum for open discussion,
dialogue and debate on cutting-edge issues important to agriculture and
rural people, emphasizing the long-term view. We seek participation by
recognized leaders with divergent views to ensure that a wide range of
interests are represented in all Foundation activities and we welcome
disagreements. Farm Foundation acts as a catalyst to foster innovative
solutions by empowering people through education and access to infor-
mation, and creating an atmosphere that stimulates the development of
thoughtful leadership.”9



Farm Foundation

174

The 1996 vision statement contained in the strategic plan stated that Farm
Foundation’s mission was to be accomplished by “…stimulating economic and
social sciences research on emerging topics, fostering education programs
drawing on those research results and encouraging policy dialogue on the public-
and private-sector issues involved.”10 This emphasis on dealing with economic
and social issues confronting farmers and rural people, which is deeply rooted in
the history of Farm Foundation, confirmed that the Foundation’s major assets
were “…its legacy, reputation for objectivity, and flexibility to respond to critical
issues…”11

Following adoption of the revised 1996 strategic plan, the Board sought to
track progress in implementation. The initial approach was to obtain “bench-
mark studies” of each priority area by an independent authority. While Board
Chairman Emmett Barker heralded this review in 1997 as “…the best summary
of Farm Foundation programs produced during his association with the
Foundation,”12 the Board still wanted to be more involved in program evaluation
and future program development.

Armbruster and staff developed Priority Area Advisory Committees com-
prised of Board members for each priority area. Each year, these committees
review the objectives of the priority area, examine programs conducted during
the previous year, and offer suggestions for future programming. At the Trustees’
annual meeting, the chairs of each Advisory Committee make recommenda-
tions to the Board to adopt or update the strategic plan objectives and high
priority topics. Interested members of the Farm Foundation Round Table par-
ticipate in the Advisory Committee discussions. Program reports are also
provided to the Round Table at their semi-annual meetings. The Advisory
Committees:

• Directly involve the Board in setting and communicating priorities, with
project management remaining a staff responsibility;

• Provide means to regularly review and update the strategic plan;
• Create opportunities to inform Round Table members of Foundation pro-

grams, and for Round Table members to voice opinions and ideas for future
work.

Growing the Foundation. For several years in the late 1990s, the Board dis-
cussed the need for additional staff resources and the benefits of initiating a
capital campaign. Underlying this discussion was the changing nature of the
challenges facing agriculture:

• Ever-increasing government regulation of agriculture became an important
concern. There was a fear that agriculture was losing the battle with envi-
ronmental advocates and that the more urbanized, affluent population did
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not understand agriculture’s contributions as producer of food, fiber and
energy.

• The competitiveness of U.S. agriculture became a key concern as the
forces of globalization exposed farmers to ever-increasing economic pres-
sures. Historically, U.S. farmers had depended on superior technology for
a competitive edge, but improved communication and other globalization
forces made technologies more rapidly available to farmers worldwide.
The need for a level international regulatory playing field also became a
concern.

• Farm policy continued to be a central concern as policy makers sought to
achieve a balance among competing demands for reduced government
spending, reduced trade-distorting effects of government payments to
farmers, increased support to make agriculture more environmentally
friendly, and reduced economic risk to farmers. While farm policy was once
the province of the U.S. Congressional Agriculture Committees, USDA and
the farm organizations, the new agenda also involved public interest groups
and other Congressional committees. Reapportionment of Congress every
decade meant that farmers increasingly had to play the politics of the minor-
ity, as urban replaced rural representation.

• Consumer demands for a safe and higher quality food supply became more
complex with increased trade and threats of bioterrorism. Satisfying these
demands led to greater interest in public- and private-sector strategies to
manage the food supply chain, increased opportunities for private firms to
satisfy particular consumer market niches, and a greater role for public
interest groups in farm and food policy issues.

If the Foundation were to deal more effectively with these challenges, more
financial resources would be required. In 2000, the Board directed the staff to
explore the feasibility of a capital campaign. An outside fund-raising consultant
was engaged to survey potential contributors, including current and past
members of the Board, recognizing that their commitment to and leadership
with substantial contributions would be a key factor in the success of the cam-
paign. Based on the consultant’s report and projected future project needs, the
Board voted in January 2001 to proceed, with the goal of generating $5 million
over three years. It also concluded that:

• A successful capital campaign to outside contributors called for a higher
level of Foundation visibility;

• A smaller number of problem-solving projects specifically targeted on key
issues would attract the interest of potential contributors; and

• Increased communication was required about the Foundation’s work.
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As a result, Mary Thompson joined the Foundation staff in 2002 as director
of communications, and the emphasis in programming changed to focus avail-
able resources on fewer projects with a higher level of visibility.

The capital campaign was initiated during a time of significant financial
pressure on individuals and businesses in agriculture and the food sector. The
campaign failed to attract significant individual or business donors among Farm
Foundation Board and Round Table members to jump start the effort. The cam-
paign faltered in the early stages under ongoing examination of Farm
Foundation’s public visibility and operating approach. After two years, the Board
terminated the formal phase of the campaign. The Board decided that further
development efforts would have a three-pronged approach: the traditional
annual campaign; increased project-specific funding tied to showcase or high-
visibility projects; and endowment giving, targeting those most familiar with
Farm Foundation’s programs.

A New Business Plan. As Farm Foundation entered the new millennium,
the staff and the Board believed that, while much had been accomplished, the
Foundation’s full potential as a catalyst for change had not been realized. There
was general agreement that the long-standing mission of the Foundation was
valid, but some Board members felt it should assume a more activist role in advo-
cating specific remedies to issues facing agriculture, the food system and rural
communities. Current and past Board members debated whether the
Foundation should go beyond its traditional role of researching the facts and
articulating options and consequences, to becoming an advocate of particular
options. At a special Board meeting in April 2004, the staff presented three
Foundation operating scenarios:13

• Activist Catalyst Scenario, essentially a status quo option, in which staff would
initiate or solicit project proposals from professional networks and manage
80 to 100 projects averaging $10,000 to $15,000 in funding, and having
potential long-term benefits for the priority areas identified by the Board.

Mary M. Thompson 
Farm Foundation Communications Director and Project Manager, 2002-present

Mary Thompson received a bachelor of science degree in journalism from Iowa State

University, and did graduate work at the University of Pennsylvania. Prior to joining

Farm Foundation, she spent 11 years with Farm Journal, where she was business editor

and features editor. Thompson was previously managing editor of Agri Finance, and

farm editor and state editor of the Waterloo (Iowa) Courier. Thompson’s focus has been

on increasing awareness and understanding of Farm Foundation, maximizing commu-

nications and outreach activities of Foundation projects, and expanding its

fund-raising efforts.
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• Cutting Edge Catalyst Scenario in which staff would develop or solicit project
proposals and manage 50 to 60 projects averaging $25,000 in funding,
including several larger showcase projects designed to have more visible and
immediate impacts.

• Advocate Catalyst Scenario in which a strategic agenda for agriculture, the
food system and rural communities would be studied and articulated with
recommendations by the Foundation for regulatory, administrative or leg-
islative action.

Debate over these options was extensive and sometimes heated. At the June
12, 2004 meeting, the Board endorsed the “Cutting Edge Catalyst Scenario” as
the operational model.

The 2004 strategic plan stated that the Foundation strives “…to stimulate
creative thinking, objective analysis and innovative solutions to critical issues
facing agriculture, the food system and rural communities in the short- and
medium-term. Starting with staff expertise in agricultural economics and a
network of professional associates, we develop multi-disciplinary activities to
bring economic and social science analysis to these critical issues.”14

The Foundation’s strategic focus was further articulated in a three-year
business plan which defined three types of projects:

• Risk/Incubator projects to build professional networks, incubate ideas and
highlight new approaches;

C-FARE

The Council on Food, Agricultural and Resource Economics (C-FARE) is a non-profit organ-

ization dedicated to strengthening the national presence of the agricultural economics

profession. Governed by a board that includes agricultural economists representing a

wide range of public- and private-sector interests, C-FARE is widely recognized for

helping agricultural economists contribute to private- and public-sector decision making

on important agricultural, rural, environmental, food safety and other related societal

issues. It communicates the value of economic contributions to agricultural research,

funding institutions and national policy leaders. C-FARE is the voice of the agricultural

economics profession in Washington, D.C. The organization is seen by leadership of the

American Agricultural Economics Association (AAEA) as its primary outreach arm to

policy makers. The planning committee that lead to the organization of C-FARE included

Farm Foundation President Walt Armbruster; current Farm Foundation Trustee J.B. Penn;

former and current USDA Economic Research Service Administrators Susan Offutt and

Kitty Smith, respectively; and retired University of Illinois Professor Peter Barry. Arm-

bruster , who continues as a member of the C-FARE Board, served as C-FARE’s first

chairman 1993-1996, and Barry served as the group’s second chairman.
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• Keystone projects to enrich project partnerships, extend the work of project
partners to key stakeholder audiences and inform the policy debate;

• Leadership/Showcase projects — staff-directed projects addressing major
issues facing agriculture, the food system and rural communities. 

With approval of the three-year business plan, Armbruster and Halbrook
began to develop the showcase project concept, drawing on ideas gathered from
the annual Board reviews of the strategic plan and interactions with other
leaders in the agricultural and food industries, the academic community and
government agencies. The first significant showcase project, “Food Traceability
& Assurance in the Global Food System,” evolved from supply chain manage-
ment and food safety concerns related to E. coli contamination, foot-and-mouth
disease and mad cow disease. Funded by Farm Foundation at $80,000, this
project was led by staff working with a task force of academics, industry special-
ists and policy leaders. There were no industry financial contributions to this
project, although there was considerable in-kind support.

Another showcase project focused on renewable energy. Funded by USDA,
“Agriculture as a Producer and Consumer of Energy” explored current and
potential contributions of agriculture as a provider of energy, as well as its role as
a user of energy. This was the first project in which the Foundation received
compensation for project management. Since that 2004 conference, Farm
Foundation has led three more conferences on bioenergy issues, with additional
activities planned.

Farm Foundation, AAEA and IAAE

In 1920, 15 years before he became managing director of Farm Foundation, Henry C.

Taylor served as president of the American Farm Economics Association, now the Amer-

ican Agricultural Economics Association (AAEA), a professional organization for U.S.

agricultural economists. AAEA currently publishes two peer-reviewed research jour-

nals, as well as a policy outreach publication. Taylor was a founding member and

organizer of the association in the early 1900s.15 Taylor was also involved with the

organization of the International Association of Agricultural Economists (IAAE) attend-

ing the first meeting in 1929.16

As one of the nation’s foremost agricultural economists, Taylor continued to be

involved with AAEA and IAAE throughout his career and initiated an association

between Farm Foundation and the organizations which continues to this day. Taylor,

Joseph Ackerman, Jim Hildreth and Walter Armbruster all served as president of AAEA

and were elected fellows of the organization. Ackerman, Hildreth and Armbruster also

have served as secretary/treasurer of IAAE, an office held by a member of Farm Foun-

dation staff since 1958. Through these organizations, Farm Foundation has provided

decades of leadership for agricultural social science research and education worldwide,

helping to better inform public- and private-sector decision makers.
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These initial showcase projects were highly successful and drew substantial
public attention. The next showcase project, “The Future of Animal
Agriculture in North America,” addressed critical policy issues, attracted signif-
icant financial support from multiple sources, and introduced the Foundation
to broader audiences.

“The Future of Animal Agriculture in North America” examined the major
issues affecting the competitive position of the North American livestock indus-
try. Like previous showcase projects, it relied heavily on the staff ’s expertise and
leadership in directing the project. The project’s $350,000 budget was designed
to cover a portion of staff costs in development and implementation. It differed
from other showcase projects both in its scope and the wide diversity of funding
sources.

The project was also notable for examining industry challenges and oppor-
tunities across North America—Canada, Mexico and the United States—with
participation and funding support from organizations and agencies in all three
nations. Project findings were introduced during one week in April 2005, with
press and industry events in Washington, D.C., Mexico City and Ottawa.

The project report was widely shared with project partners, and dissemi-
nated broadly within their national networks. Findings of the study have been
used in strategic planning efforts by several industry sectors. In the year follow-
ing the project’s completion, project representatives, including Farm Foundation
staff, presented reports to various industry audiences. The full project report
was widely disseminated in electronic and print formats in English, Spanish and
French.

The Armbruster Legacy. In late 2005, Walt Armbruster informed the
Board he would retire in early 2008. A Transition Committee was appointed to
identify a successor. Even more change had come to Farm Foundation.

AAEA Food and Agricultural Marketing Policy Section (FAMPS)

In May 1992, Farm Foundation President Walt Armbruster provided leadership to

organize a meeting of agricultural economists working in universities and government

agencies who were concerned about food and agricultural marketing policy issues. A

number of regional research committees existed that brought together academic

researchers to address various segments of the food and agricultural marketing system.

But there was no vehicle to bring that work together in a comprehensive fashion to

address policy issues facing the industry and government agencies. The 1992 meeting

led to formation of the Food and Agricultural Marketing Consortium to provide a forum

for university, government and industry representatives to address the vitality and

competiveness of the U.S. food and agricultural marketing system. The consortium has

now become the Food and Agricultural Marketing Policy Section of the American Agri-

cultural Economics Association and continues to organize annual conferences, serving

an important role in assessing agricultural marketing programs and policy.
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Looking back, Armbruster was one of the few constants during the prior 15
years. His calm and pragmatic style—focusing on cooperation and consensus-
building—enabled the Foundation to partner with a wide range of other
organizations and individuals. His social consciousness, vast network of profes-
sional contacts, and leadership skills gave Farm Foundation the ability to tackle
virtually any policy issue. Armbruster and the Board of Trustees provided astute
financial management, continuous strategic planning and adaptation of pro-
grams to rapidly changing times.

Under Armbruster’s leadership, the Foundation maintained its reputation
for objectivity while substantially expanding the scope and reach of its programs.
While the Foundation supported some of the same types of programs it did a
decade before, the focus on impacts and the presentation to broader audiences
increased dramatically. It would have been hard to envision a project the scope
of the “Future of Animal Agriculture in North America” in 1991.

Armbruster and the Board also recognized that the new economic and
policy issues facing agriculture and rural communities fit the Foundation’s
strategic advantage. The 1993 strategic plan, and the periodic revisions through-
out the 1990s, gave Farm Foundation a Board-endorsed programming agenda,
which was used to generate new program ideas and push traditional program
partners to address the issues identified. Farm Foundation became a much more
active participant in program planning and development, and its programs
became more visible, focused and outreach oriented.

Farm Foundation was also largely remade as an organization under
Armbruster’s leadership. The key to success in organizational change was inte-
gration. The development of Priority Area Advisory Committees was an
institutional innovation designed to integrate Trustees and Round Table
members more fully into Farm Foundation programs. This made Farm
Foundation a more proactive, effective and visible organization.
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Chapter 12

Farm Foundation’s
Financial History

“While income is important, neither the Corporate Trustee nor the [Finance]
Committee has in its judgment sacrificed security of principal for income.”1

—Farm Foundation Board Minutes, 1953

Farm Foundation’s 75-year history of service to agriculture has been
dependent on prudent financial management of its trust and the ability to
attract additional capital. 

The heart of Farm Foundation’s present endowment can be traced to four
major sources in the 1930s and 1940s: a bequest of cash and securities from
Alexander Legge; donations by other founding Board members and sponsors;
the sale of the Fairway Farms Corporation, donated by John D. Rockefeller, Jr.;
and the sale of real estate holdings willed by Frank Lowden (Table 12.1). In addi-
tion to outright capital contributions, many individuals, particularly Trustees,
contributed their time and expenses to grow the Foundation.

Several founders made contributions for the operation of the organization
committee in the early 1930s, before the execution of the Farm Foundation
Trust Agreement. No formal record of these contributions exists. Dan A.
Wallace wrote Frank E. Mullen about these contributions in 1943:

“Of course, there were many meetings with such people as Mr. Legge,
Governor Lowden, Magnus Alexander, Cliff Gregory and other editors,
and Mrs. Rumsey and Mr. McDonald. I made several trips to Chicago
and at least three trips East at my own expense, other than certain reim-
bursements for wires, telephone calls and rail fare. As I recall, Mrs.
Rumsey paid $500 to cover a portion of this and other expenses. As I
recall, one of your trips was paid out of this fund, which was set up at the
suggestion of Governor Lowden. I am not positive about the total
amount of the contributions of this sort, but there seems to be no record
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in the files of the Foundation or the Trust Company. This is quite natural
because it was a generous personal contribution turned over for the use
of the organized group which operated for a year or more before the
Foundation was set up. All of us made some personal contributions of
the same sort which is one explanation of the fact that a few of us like
you, Cliff Gregory and I were not asked to turn over money as founders
because of our previous contributions in time, effort and expense
involved in working out an idea which we all sincerely believed.”2

Alexander Legge. As noted in Chapter 2, on October 12, 1931, Alexander
Legge created a trust containing securities and cash subscribed by him and
naming as trustees himself, Addis E. McKinstry, George A. Ranney, William M.
Gale and William S. Elliott.3 The trust agreement provided for the transfer of the
funds to a foundation to be created for the general welfare of the rural popula-
tion of the United States. 

When Farm Foundation’s trust was executed February 10, 1933, Legge
transferred from his 1931 trust $21,673.74 in cash, and International Harvester
and U.S. Steel Company securities with a face value of $390,150. Legge’s will,
dated February 18, 1932, included this clause:

“Sixth,—One-half of the residue of my estate, real, personal and
mixed, but not to exceed five hundred thousand dollars ($500,000) in
value, I give, devise and bequeath in trust for charitable purposes as
follows: I am now interested with others in the formation of a founda-
tion to be devoted to the general welfare of the farming population of
the United states and improvement of the conditions of rural life. If,
prior to my death, such a foundation shall have been formed and I shall
have taken part in its formation or contributed to its endowment, this
residuary devise and bequest shall go to said foundation to be used and
applied for charitable purposes in accordance with the provisions of the
charter or trust agreement creating the same...”4

Table 12.1
Major Sources of Farm Foundation’s Endowment (1933-1943)

Donor(s) Donation Year Value

Alexander Legge stocks and cash 1933 $979,440 (1935 value)

Other Contributions stocks and cash 1933 $14,450 (1933 value)

John D. Rockefeller, Jr.

Fairway Farms Corporation Promissory Notes ($150,000) 1937 $62,670 (1946 value)

Frank O. Lowden South Bend Plantation 1943 $320,000 (1947 value)
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According to the records of the trust company, The First National Bank of
Chicago, Legge bequeathed Farm Foundation a further $500,000 in cash and
Illinois Steel Company bonds and U.S. Steel Company securities with a face
value of $50,000. The 1938 value of Alex Legge’s total contribution was
$961,823.74, or 98.5 percent of the Farm Foundation trust value at that time.

Also contributing to the Farm Foundation trust, (Table 12.2) in cash or
securities were: Ralph Budd, William L. Clayton, Chris L. Christensen, Sam R.
McKelvie, Paul A. Draper, Harold F. McCormick, Robert E. Wood, William S.
Elliott, Arthur M. Hyde, Frank O. Lowden, Cyrus H. McCormick and Bernard
M. Baruch. The sum of these contributions had a market value of $114,450 in
1938. The failure to secure additional funds was disappointing to the founders,
but reflected prevailing Depression conditions.

Illinois Supreme Court Decision. Farm Foundation’s trust faced a signifi-
cant challenge in 1935. On November 4, 1935, the DuPage County Court at
Wheaton, the jurisdiction in which Alexander Legge formally resided, ruled that
Legge’s $500,000 bequest to Farm Foundation was subject to Illinois inheritance
taxes. The decision dealt with the interpretation of a statute of Illinois law:
“Gifts to foreign corporations or to non-residents, to be expended outside the
State, are not exempt from taxation under section 28 of the Inheritance Tax Act.”5

This decision resulted in a state inheritance tax assessment of $122,750, a value
roughly equal to the total contributions of all of Farm Foundation’s other donors
at that time.

The original hearing included testimony by Frank Lowden and Paul
Mathias, secretary and assistant to the general counsel of the Illinois
Agricultural Association, that: “fundamental farm problems are not local; that it
was impossible to help Illinois farmers by study and education without helping
farmers in every other State where similar problems occur, and that a program
for the solution of farm problems confined to Illinois could not possibly be effec-
tive; that the Farm Foundation will be of substantial benefit to the farmers of
Illinois, and that Chicago, the agricultural capital of the nation, will also benefit
by improved conditions of the farmers in this and other States...”6

The decision was appealed to the Illinois Supreme Court, which reversed the
judgment in an October 14, 1936, decision. The court ruled: “...Farm Foundation
is a charitable and benevolent trust organized and operating within the jurisdic-
tion of the State of Illinois to benefit the rural population of the State and that
such legacy given to that trust under the will of Alexander Legge is exempt...”7

Fairway Farms. John D. Rockefeller, Jr. gifted Farm Foundation 12 promis-
sory notes of the Fairway Farms Corporation of Montana in 1937. The notes
were valued at $150,000 (principal and interest). The notes were transferred not
merely as a gift, but also to enable Farm Foundation Board of Trustees to control
and direct the orderly liquidation of the Fairway Farms Corporation and provide
for the analysis and preservation of the results of its experiments.
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Table 12.2
Subscriptions and Donations Made to the Farm Foundation Trust, April 30, 193826

Donor

Alexander Legge

Alexander Legge,

Addis E. McKinstry,

George A. Ranney,

William M. Gale,

and William S.

Elliott, as Trustees

Harold F.

McCormick

Cyrus H.

McCormick

Frank O. Lowden

Bernard M. Baruch

Robert E. Wood

Ralph Budd

William L. Clayton

Paul A. Draper

William S. Elliott

Arthur M. Hyde

Chris L. Christensen 

Sam R. McKelvie

Total

Cash

$500,000.00

$21,673.74

$100.00

$1,000.00

$1,000.00

$1,000.00

$1,000.00

$500.00

$100.00

$100.00

$526,473.74

Book Value 

$40,000.00

$10,000.00

$330,000.00

$150.00

$60,000.00

$1,000.00

$1,000.00

$6,250.00

$1,400.00

$449,810.00

Number of

Shares or

Principal

Amount

400 shares

$10,000.00

3,300 shares

150 shares

600 shares

1000 shares

1000 shares

250 shares

1,400 shares

Description

Unites States Steel Corporation 7%

cumulative preferred stock 

Illinois Steel Company debenture

gold bonds 4-1/2%

International Harvester Company

7% cumulative preferred stock.

International Harvester Company

common stock.

United States Steel Corporation

7% cumulative preferred stock.

International Harvester Company

common stock.

International Harvester Company

common stock

Swift and Company capital stock

Great Northern Railway Company

preferred
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Founded in 1924 in cooperation with Montana State College of Agriculture,
Fairway Farms was a non-profit experimental study of the problems of land
tenure and land utilization in the Northern Great Plains. Montana was one of
the last areas of the United States to be homesteaded, with a boom occurring
there from 1907 to the early 1920s. Homesteaders adopted a farming style
prevalent in the Eastern United States and, until 1917, were generally successful
due to unusually favorable climatic conditions, the fertility of the virgin sod, and
a lack of pests and disease. Then a succession of droughts, pests and lower prices
doomed many farmers.

In 1923, 12 years before he was employed by Farm Foundation, Henry
Taylor was dispatched by Secretary of Agriculture Henry C. Wallace to investi-
gate Montana’s agriculture situation. Taylor and Milburn L. Wilson of Montana
State College, devised an experiment in which the best machinery and farm
management practices would be tested in the semi-arid lands of Montana to
determine if farming could be made profitable.

In 1924, Wilson organized a corporation with the purpose of “...acquiring
agricultural lands in the State of Montana, and elsewhere, and of settling the
same, encouraging the development thereof according to the best practices of
agriculture, horticulture, and animal husbandry, and providing means for acqui-
sition of title by tenants, and generally of encouraging and promoting efficient
agricultural and horticultural methods and practices, and disseminating infor-
mation thereon.”8 Taylor was one of the corporation’s nine directors.

By 1926, with the financial assistance of John D. Rockefeller, Jr., nine farms
totaling 3,500 acres were purchased in diverse areas across the state. The corpo-
ration worked with tenants to improve profitability by utilizing “...the best
known methods of agricultural production under semi-arid conditions and to
develop improved farm organization and management.”9

The experiment immediately suffered from low commodity prices, drought
and a poor selection of tenants. As Ronald Kenney noted in his 1969 master’s

John D. Rockefeller, Jr. 
Farm Foundation donor

John D. Rockefeller, Jr. was the only son of billionaire Standard Oil Company founder

John D. Rockefeller. Making money held little appeal, so he dedicated his life to philan-

thropy. During his 86 years, he donated an estimated $537 million. His largess included

sponsoring Rockefeller Center in New York, funding the restoration of Colonial Wil-

liamsburg, and donating the land for the United Nations complex. He gave millions to

public health campaigns and universities. Rockefeller was very interested in conserva-

tion, providing funds or donating lands which are now included in Great Smoky

Mountains, Acadia, Shenandoah and Grand Teton National Parks. His generosity also

financed museums in Mesa Verde, Grand Canyon and Yellowstone National Parks. 
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thesis on the Fairway Farms Experiment: “Wilson sought ordinary men with
average capabilities for farm tenants. He attempted to choose former tenants of
proven managerial capacity, thrift, and knowledge of practical farming. He
believed that, if the Fairway concept were to prove useful, it had to demonstrate
that average men could succeed at farming once they had proper land units and
adequate equipment.” However, Kenney continued, “Many of them had been
unsuccessful farmers before signing with the Fairway Farms and continued to be
just as unsuccessful as tenants.”10 Considering the prevailing conditions, the exper-
iment would have required extraordinary tenants to have been fully successful.

In February 1933, eight years after its founding, “...the drought and changed
economic conditions had disastrously affected the experiment....it is evident
that the existing tenant-purchasers will not be able to become owner operators
as was originally contemplated.”11 After giving notice to Rockefeller, the Fairway
Farms Corporation began selling the least-performing farms and reorganizing
its financial structure. Taylor later worked out an agreement with Rockefeller
for the delinquent notes to be transferred to Farm Foundation. In 1942, the
Fairway Farms Corporation board voted to liquidate all remaining farms in the

The Great Depression

The Great Depression is generally defined as starting after the October 29, 1929, stock

market crash and ending sometime during World War II. Frequently overlooked is the

fact that there was a succession of stock market crashes during the Great Depression.25

That fact makes Farm Foundation’s maintenance of its endowment through the period

all the more remarkable. 

The first downturn, which was punctuated by the famous “Black Tuesday” crash,

began September 3, 1929, and lasted 71 days through November 13, 1929. The Dow

Jones Industrial Average lost 47.9 percent of its value during this period. After some

recovery, the market suffered its most severe crash in history on April 17, 1930. From

that day to July 8, 1932, the market lost 86 percent of its value. 

The next crash occurred during the 173 days from September 7, 1932, to February

27, 1933. The Dow Jones Industrial Average lost 37.2 percent of its value during this

period, which corresponded with the uncertainty associated with the election of

Franklin Roosevelt and the start of the New Deal. After some recovery, the stock market

fell again beginning March 10, 1937, and ending 386 days later on March 31, 1938.

During this period, the market lost 49.1 percent of its value. In percentage terms, this

was the second worst crash in the history of the New York Stock Exchange.

After a brief recovery, from September 12, 1939, through April 28, 1942, the market

crashed again, losing 40.4 percent of its value. This collapse corresponded with the start

of World War II in Europe through the Pearl Harbor attack and the United States’ entry

into the conflict.

Only the crashes in 1932 and later had implications for Farm Foundation as the

initial trust fund was first made available in October 1931. However, the earlier turmoil

undoubtedly affected the contributions of various donors.
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experiment. Over the next few years, the farms were sold and a total of
$62,670.01 was paid to Farm Foundation. On May 27, 1946, Fairway Farms
Corporation was formally dissolved.

Lowden Plantation. Frank Lowden willed his South Bend plantation near
Gould, Arkansas, to Farm Foundation at his death in 1943. The will stated:

“TWENTIETH: I give, devise and bequeath to the FARM FOUN-
DATION all real estate owned by me in Lincoln and Desha Counties,
in the State of Arkansas, consisting of about 21,000 acres of alluvial land,
13,000 acres of which are protected by a levee and are suited for small
farms, the other 8,000 acres of which are in timber which I desire
handled in accordance with the best forestry practices; together with all
buildings, improvements, farm equipment and other personal property
located thereon and owned by me; subject to all leases or other con-
tracts affecting said lands existing at the time of my decease.”12

Farm Foundation accepted the bequest under the terms of Lowden’s will
and assumed ownership and operation of the plantation property, including all
farm and timber operations. A Lowden Plantation Advisory Committee,
appointed by the Farm Foundation Board each year, and Joseph Ackerman were
responsible for operating decisions. Net operating income varied year-to-year: a
loss of $3,000 in 1946-1947 and a gain of $24,276 in 1947-1948. In 1946, the
Board approved the sale of just over 1,000 acres to the Mississippi River
Commission for about $20,000 for a levee enlargement project on the south
bank of the Arkansas River.

It was Lowden’s wish that the Board consider operating the property in the
interest of the tenants and sharecroppers so they might own and farm family-
sized units of land, and improve their economic and social status. Lowden
recognized that two important factors would influence the experiment he had in
mind. One was the relatively large amount of capital required to maintain
optimal production on the farm, equip it with mechanical power, and provide
family-unit housing for the operators. The second factor was the time needed to
develop the tenants to be able to manage and pay for their own farms.

Estimates of the capital needed exceeded the resources of Farm Foundation,
and the time required to develop the experiment out of plantation’s income
appeared impracticable. The Trustees determined that greater progress would
be made toward improving living conditions of tenant farmers and sharecrop-
pers by cooperating with existing research and educational agencies and through
other Farm Foundation programs. In 1947, the Trustees accepted an offer of
$300,000 for the remaining land.

The Farm Foundation Trust. The economic conditions preceding Farm
Foundation’s formal organization on February 10, 1933, influenced the founders’
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levels of contribution. The wealth of Farm Foundation’s principal founder,
Alexander Legge, was primarily in International Harvester stock. Harvester
weathered the Depression comparatively well. If Legge’s holdings had been more
diversified, it is possible there never would have been a Farm Foundation. Credit
should also be given to Farm Foundation’s trust managers. The trust’s value
decreased only 8 percent from 1933 to 1942. Considering the economic condi-
tions, and that projects were sponsored and salaries paid during that period, they
did an exemplary job.

The founders choose as Farm Foundation’s corporate trustee the First
Union Trust and Savings Bank (later First National Bank) of Chicago, Illinois.
After establishing Farm Foundation, one of the Board’s first activities was ensur-
ing exempt status for federal income taxation under the Revenue Act of 1932.
That status was granted by the Treasury Department on June 1, 1933, so long as
Farm Foundation’s “...purposes and actual activities remain unchanged.”13 As
specified in the bylaws, the Finance Committee was also established.

Since International Harvester preferred stock represented a large percent-
age of Farm Foundation’s investments, one of the corporate trustee’s first
recommendations was to diversify the Foundation’s holdings. With the addi-
tional funds received from the Legge estate, this matter became more pressing.
The Finance Committee concurred, but the full Board of Trustees could not
reach a consensus as to which securities were worthy of investment.
Consequently, the first several years of Board minutes note the lack of consensus
and state, “...all matters of investment policy and specific investments were left to
the Corporate Trustee and the Finance Committee to be determined according
to their best judgment.”14 With the uncertainty of prevailing economic condi-
tions and the lack of consensus of the Trustees, few if any changes were made to
Farm Foundation’s portfolio for the first several years.

In 1938, the Finance Committee used accumulated income to purchase U.S.
Savings Bonds with a maturity value of $10,000. The Board also authorized the
committee to sell 1,000 shares of International Harvester Preferred shares and
reinvest the proceeds in short-term high grade bonds. Diversification activities
continued after that date.

During the 1940s, Farm Foundation continued to diversify its holdings. At
the 1949 Board meeting, R.G. Collins of the First National Bank of Chicago
reported on Farm Foundation’s endowment performance:

“The current value of the Fund is $1,840,000. At no time during the
history of the Fund has its market value been less than its original value
plus the assets added as of any given date. At the time the Endowment
Fund was established it was producing an annual income of $27,000.
The present income of $80,000 is the highest the Fund has produced
during its history and is close to three times the 1933 income. Initially
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Early Financial Management

At the June 1942 meeting of the Farm Foundation Board of Trustees, R.G. Collins, a rep-

resentative of the First National Bank of Chicago, presented a detailed summary of the

management of the trust fund up to that date:

“The original security holdings of the Farm Foundation as of the date of acquisi-

tion in February, 1933 had a market value of $420,650. Subsequent donations in cash

of $519,973.74, received at various times, give a valuation of $940,623.74 at the time

the assets were received by the Trustees. If the original assets had been held intact

their value as of April 30, 1942 would have been $1,252,985. The account as of April

30, 1942 had a value of $1,153,178, or about $100,000 less than its value would have

been if none of the original securities had been sold and the cash had remained unin-

vested.

In 1933 the securities produced an income of $28,271. Approximately 80% of their

value was in International Harvester preferred and common stocks, and about 2%

was represented by bonds.

During the early years of the account, only a part of its income was being used, the

original securities were held intact, and as cash was received it was largely invested in

high-grade short-term securities. In June, 1939 and through May, 1940, with an iso-

lated sale in October of that year, in order to bring about some obviously needed

diversification the following sales of original security holdings were made:

Original  Shares

Share Holdings Sold

International Harvester, preferred 3,300 1,500

International Harvester, common 2,150 1,650

United States Steel, preferred 1,000 750

These shares sold had an original market value of $210,768; the proceeds from

their sales were $408,839, which was $51,189 in excess of their market value as of

April 30, 1942.

During the first ten months of 1940 (with one small purchase in October, 1941)

when the need for income grew and common stocks were selling generally at around

their long term average levels, $426,412 was invested in a diversified list of high grade

common and preferred stocks, although only about 10% of this amount was invested

in preferred stocks. On April 30, 1942, with stock averages at around their lowest prices

since 1935, these stocks had a market value of only $287,995, a decline of a third of

their cost. Since the latter date they have recovered 25% of that decline and show a

current value of $322,629. With this recovery, industrial stocks are still at only about

73% of their long term average level, and are, we think, currently being appraised at

less than their intrinsic worth.

The balance of the investments have been in high grade bonds. Those now held

as of April 30, 1942 were quoted as slightly in excess of their cost.

It will be noted that as of that date 44.6% of the portfolio was invested in bonds,

29.4% in preferred, and 26% in common stocks; that none of the last named holdings

exceeded 3% of the value of the Fund; that the only out-of-proportion holding was

1,800 shares of International Harvester preferred which still represents 25% of the

value of the portfolio; and that the estimated gross income is 5% of the April 30, 1942

market value. The proportions of fixed income and equity securities in the account

are in line with accepted conservative investment standards, and we would not wish

to see them changed in any substantial way. The general quality of the securities in

the portfolio is, we think, definitely above average.”24



Farm Foundation

190

the income represented a return of 4.7 percent on the market value; in
the interim, on the basis of market value, the income has varied from 2.8
percent to 5 percent; and it is currently 4.5 percent. On the basis of orig-
inal market value plus the capital added to a specified date, the income
return was initially 4.7 percent; in 1936 it had reached its low of 3.6
percent; and it is now [1949] 5.8 percent.” 15

New Funds Committee. Farm Foundation’s New Funds Committee had
existed, at least informally, since the late 1930s. The 1941 Board minutes note
that no report from the committee was forthcoming, but that Robert E. Wood
was succeeding George MacDonald as chairman. Under Wood, Farm
Foundation received 600 shares of Goodyear Tire and Rubber Company
common stock from Sears, Roebuck and Company in 1943.

On May 1, 1944, under the leadership of New Funds Committee Chairman
Arnold B. Keller, Farm Foundation began its first capital campaign—a five-year
effort to raise $300,000. The funds were to be used to support and expand the
current work of the Foundation, allowing the endowment income to accumu-
late. A 16-page informational publication, Looking Ahead with The Farm
Foundation, was produced in 1946 to support the effort.

More than $267,000 was raised (Table 12.3), short of the initial goal of
$300,000. In 1949 it was decided to extend the campaign another five years. Two
additional publications, Improving Farm Life and Reaching the Grass Roots: An
Investment in Enduring Values, were produced in 1950 and 1951 respectively for
the fund raising campaign. By 1954, more than $527,000 had been raised.

After the 10-year capital campaign, Farm Foundation continued to solicit
and receive donations. Between 1955 and 1970, the New Funds Committee
raised annual amounts ranging from a low of $19,000 to a high of $60,000.

Management of the Trust in the 1950s and 1960s. Farm Foundation’s cor-
porate trustee, First National Bank of Chicago, continued to manage Farm
Foundation’s endowment under the direction of the Board’s Finance Committee.
The 1950 Board minutes state: “In the opinion of the Finance Committee, the
portfolios as presently constituted are well diversified and the securities held are
all of investment merit, and the maturity calendar in each Fund adapted to the
short and long term budget requirements of the Foundation.”16

In 1951, Farm Foundation’s trust had a market value of more than $2.6
million, which provided about $96,000 in gross income for the year. At that time,
Farm Foundation’s yearly budget was approximately $145,000, with the remain-
der of the budget covered through corporate contributions. This funding
arrangement worked fairly well through the 1950s and 1960s. The 1957 minutes
offer insight into Farm Foundation’s management style at that time: “While the
proposed budget for 1957-58 now totals $199,985, the experience in the past has
been that the full amount [of the] budget has never been spent. No more will be
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spent this year than can be used productively.”17 It was not uncommon for five to
10 percent of the budget to be returned.

The Perils of Inflation.18 From the late 1960s to the mid-1980s Farm
Foundation faced a great challenge to the security of its endowment. A period
of high inflation, low returns on trust income, and decreased contributions

Table 12.3
Gifts Designated for First and Second Current Use Campaigns, 1944-195427

Company 1944-1948 1949-1954

International Harvester Company $50,000 $60,000

Wilson and Company, Inc. $15,000 —-

Quaker Oats Company $10,000 $10,000

Oliver Farm Equipment Company $5,000 —-

Swift and Company $15,000 $7,500

Armour and Company $15,000 —-

International Minerals and Chemical Corporation $500 $1,000

Allis-Chalmers Mfg. Company $15,000 $15,000

Sears, Roebuck and Company $25,000 $25,000

Standard Oil Company of Indiana $15,000 $15,000

Deere & Company $10,000 $10,000

Goodyear Tire and Rubber Company $7,500 $15,000

Firestone Tire and Rubber Company $7,500 $15,000

B.F. Goodrich Company $7,500 $15,000

United States Rubber Company $7,500 $7,500

J.I. Case Company $7,500 $7,500

First National Bank of Chicago $5,000 $10,000

Harris Trust and Savings Bank $1,500 $1,500

Northern Trust Company $1,500 $1,500

City National Bank and Trust Company $1,000 $1,000

Aldens Foundation $2,000 $1,000

Continental Illinois National Bank and Trust Co. $5,000 $6,000

Beech Nut Packing Company $1,000 —-

Proctor and Gamble Company $5,000 $5,000

Western Association of Railway Executives $16,672 $12,553

General Motors Corporation $15,000 $15,000

General Mills $1,000 $2,500

Kraft Foods, Inc. $3,000 —-

Total $267,672 $259,553
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resulted in the Farm Foundation trust being valued at less than its original
value in real (adjusted for inflation) terms. Although the trust continued to
increase in nominal value, the increases were offset by inflation to the degree
that the trust was worth less in current dollars than it had been during the
1930s (Figure 12.1).

Prior to this period in U.S. history, inflation, or a sustained rise in average
prices, had been seen during war periods, but was followed by a post-war defla-
tion. After World War II, prices slowly but steadily increased. By the mid-1960s,
it was apparent that inflation was becoming a problem. Various remedies were
attempted. President Nixon’s 1971 price-wage freeze and President Ford’s Whip
Inflation Now (WIN) campaign were largely ineffective at curtailing basic eco-
nomic pressures. Average inflation was about 1.4 percent from 1961 to 1965,
jumping to 6.7 percent during 1971-1975 and 8.9 percent from 1976-1980.
Interest rates increased correspondingly. At times, during 1980-1981, the weekly
Federal Reserve federal funds rate exceeded 20 percent.19

By the late 1970s, Trustees began to express concern about the performance
of Farm Foundation’s trust. In 1981, the Finance Committee, in conjunction
with the Corporate Trustee, the First National Bank of Chicago, reviewed Farm
Foundation’s stock and bond portfolio. The Board minutes record that the bond
portfolio was “substantially strengthened” and actions were undertaken to
“improve the prospects for financial performance of the common stock portfo-
lio over the next three to five years.”20

Farm Foundation’s annual fundraising suffered. In 1980, only $22,900 was
raised for programming, with $23,950 raised in 1981. But in 1982, contributions
rebounded, totaling $50,239. The Board minutes state: “Discussion indicated
that the Board was pleasantly surprised by the gifts and contributions, especially
in today’s economic environment.”21 Bolstered by that success, a three-year
fundraising campaign was initiated in conjunction with Farm Foundation’s 50th
anniversary in 1983.

Foundation Excise Tax and Fundraising. In the late 1960s, Congress
imposed on private foundations an excise tax of two percent of a foundation’s
net investment income (26 U.S.C. §4940). Foundations can avoid this tax if they
meet the definition of a “publicly supported organization” by, among other
requirements, receiving at least 10 percent of total income from “public” sources
averaged over a 5-year period (see 26 U.S.C. §509(a) and 26 U.S.C.
§170(b)(1)(A)(vi)). During the early 1970s, Farm Foundation struggled to
obtain sufficient income from public sources to avoid the excise tax, and paid
this tax from 1970 to 1974. The payments were about $11,000 per year.

The merger with the Foundation for American Agriculture (see Chapter 9)
in 1975 provided Farm Foundation with a larger group of potential individual
and corporate donors. During this same period, Farm Foundation started organ-
izing cooperative projects with government agencies, for which the agencies
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reimbursed the Foundation for some or all of its project expenses. The combina-
tion of individual and corporate donations and the “cooperative agreement”
payments from government agencies helped Farm Foundation qualify as a pub-
licly supported charity. In 1983, the five-year average of gifts and contributions
was 10.4 percent of total income. Contributions have varied from year to year,
but Farm Foundation has met the IRS definition of a publicly supported charity
every year since 1975.

A New Investment Strategy. Beginning in 1984, the Finance Committee
began to play a more active role in managing Farm Foundation’s assets. On the
recommendation of the Finance Committee, the Board voted by mail ballot to
modify Farm Foundation’s bylaws to change the way the trust fund was
managed.

Until this time, management of the trust had remained with First National
Bank of Chicago, Farm Foundation’s original corporate trustee. After a period of
the Committee itself making investment decisions, the responsibility for operat-
ing decisions was transferred from the Finance Committee to professional
management who reported to and were closely monitored by the Finance

Figure 12.1
Farm Foundation Trust Value, 1938-2007

Source: Farm Foundation Trust Audit Reports, various.
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Committee. The January 1984 Trustee minutes state: “The goal is to put man-
agement of the Trust Fund on a total return basis and provide responsibility for
managing it for greater long-term value.”22

In 1985, though, disappointment with the results of the First National Bank
of Chicago’s professional fund managers resulted in a decision to limit its role to
providing custodial services, thus severing the 52-year relationship as trust
manager. From 1985 to 1991 the endowment was conservatively managed by the
Finance Committee, generally through laddering treasury notes which returned
fairly high returns due to market conditions.

In 1991, the Finance Committee solicited bids for managing the funds. The
Committee selected the Pacific Investment Management Institutional Trust
(PIMIT/PIMCO) to manage half the funds in bonds. A private equity
manager, Bjurman and Associates, of Los Angeles, California, was selected to
invest the other half in equities. The fund had a total value of $12.2 million at
the time.23

First National Bank of Chicago continued to provide custodial services until
1994 when those services were put out for bid and Norwest (now Wells Fargo)
of Minneapolis, Minnesota, was selected. Norwest’s fees were one-third those of
First National Bank of Chicago, and the service was much better.

In the 1997, following several years of under-market performance by
Bjurman and Associates, the Trustees approved a Finance Committee recom-
mendation to move the equities to the Vanguard Index 500 Fund. Equities were
kept in the range of 50 percent to 60 percent of the total portfolio. During the
period of relatively rapid increases in stock market values preceding the 2001
crash, there was often discussion in the Trustees’ meetings of the desirability of
increasing the percent of equities in the portfolio.

By April 2000, the value of the trust had reached $26 million. The bursting of
the dot.com bubble and the terrorism events of September 2001 caused a signifi-
cant downturn in the market. The value of Farm Foundation’s portfolio dropped
to $23 million at the end of the 2002 fiscal year and $21 million at the 2003 fiscal
year-end. During the market downturn, the Finance Committee continued to
rebalance the portfolio to the 60 percent equities, 40 percent bonds guidelines.
This strategy proved successful and by April 2007, the portfolio had a market value
of $27 million. During the market downturn and rebound, the portfolio continued
to provide about $1.2 million per year to Farm Foundation operations. When
funding of Foundation operations is taken into consideration, the portfolio weath-
ered the turbulent market with less than a five percent loss of value.

Five Percent Spending Rule. The Farm Foundation Trust Agreement con-
tains a typical, if vague, provision against raiding the corpus of the Trust.

“At any time after five years from the date of this agreement, the
Board of Trustees may, in its discretion, use a portion of the principal
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funds of the Foundation for the financing and extension of the current
work and activities conducted by or for the Foundation or for the
endowment of other agencies which, in the judgement of the Board of
Trustees, are fitted to carry on and continue work in any beneficial field
within the Foundation purposes, provided that no principal shall be so
used for current expenses and activities without the approval in writing
of all members of the Board of Trustees, or for the endowment of other
agencies, without the approval in writing of three-quarters of all of the
Trustees. The portion of the principal fund which may be expended or
transferred under this provision in any calendar year, shall not exceed
five per cent (5%) of the sum arrived at by valuing the principal assets
on hand at their average market value during the preceding calendar
year and adding thereto any amounts of principal previously distributed
under this provision. The Corporate Trustee’s determination of the
amount of principal available for use hereunder in any year shall be
final. The Corporate Trustee shall payout or transfer portions of the
principal funds permitted to be expended or transferred hereunder as
and when directed by the Board of Trustees.”

—Farm Foundation Trust Agreement, Feb. 10, 1933 
as amended April 2000, Article IV, Section 7

While this provision has only indirect application to annual spending, the
Board of Trustees has used it as a guide for budgeting. Over the years, annual
budgets have averaged about five percent of the value of the portfolio.

In 2002, the Trustees adopted a more formal spending rule. Future operating
budgets would be limited to five percent of the value of the portfolio, based on a
rolling average of the most recent three years, plus anticipated annual gifts. The
Trustees made exceptions to this rule for expenditures directly related to fundrais-
ing activities. This spending rule complements the “total return” investment policy
adopted in the early 1990s. Budgets are based on the value of the portfolio plus
anticipated gifts, rather than cash income from the portfolio. The policy was
adopted at a low point in equity markets which acted to constrain budget growth.
The operating budget has grown from about $1.5 million in 2002 to about $1.8
million in 2007. During this period, income from gifts and contributions increased
from $167,000 to $577,000 in 2006 before declining slightly in 2007.

In 2002, the Trustees initiated a second capital campaign. As noted in Chapter
11, this campaign met with limited success. Pledges of $376,000 were received and
by 2007, 80 percent of those pledges had been paid. The business plan adopted in
2004 and extended in 2007 places more emphasis on securing annual gifts and gifts
to fund specific projects. Project-specific funding has grown significantly in recent
years with the development of higher profile leadership/showcase projects. “The
Future of Animal Agriculture in North America” project attracted more than
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$300,000 in support from industry, government agencies and other foundations. A
series of bioenergy projects initiated in 2004 generated more than $250,000 in
support with an equal amount pledged for activities in 2008 and beyond.
Attracting partner support for projects will be a significant element of Farm
Foundation’s development strategy for the foreseeable future.

Legacy and the Future. From its origins in the Depression of the 1930s,
Farm Foundation has grown its asset base from Legge’s original gift of roughly $1
million to more than $26 million. The spending power of the original trust has
been maintained through the Depression, a world war, a technological revolu-
tion in agriculture, a period of rapid inflation and 12 administrations in
Washington, D.C. Over 75 years, the Trust has generated about $100 million
(today’s dollars) in income for projects and activities designed to improve the
economic and social well-being of agriculture, the food system and rural
America.

The financial success of Farm Foundation has been the result of prudent
management by the staff and Trustees. Investments have been managed conser-
vatively, but in ways that have allowed the portfolio to grow with the market.
Spending of trust income has been limited to cash income or five percent of
value. There has been a continuous effort to raise additional funds, with varying
degrees of success. While fundraising has not increased the real value of the trust
portfolio, it has allowed for additional programs and prevented the loss of port-
folio value when markets drop.

Farm Foundation’s financial history is the story of a few benefactors with a
vision, and generations of Trustees willing to spend the time, raise the funds and
make the decisions to continue that vision. In all likelihood, the financial success
of the next 75 years will also depend on a few benefactors who share the vision
and generations of Trustees willing to nurture that vision.
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Chapter 13

The Future
“What will the future hold for agribusiness and rural America? I don’t know. But you
can be assured that Farm Foundation will be addressing these issues before most of us
know what they are.”1

—Dan Smalley, Alabama agribusiness leader, 2007

Seventy-five years ago, leaders in agriculture, business, the media and society
at large shared ideas, debated perspectives and laid the groundwork for
what is today Farm Foundation. Those leaders were not in full agreement

on the original vision of this new organization. Yet through respectful discus-
sions of the diverse opinions, they found a common ground on which they could
move forward.

This book summarizes the 75-year history of Farm Foundation, chronicling
the activities of the people who founded Farm Foundation and who carried out
the work of the organization. It is appropriate here to address the extent to
which Farm Foundation’s programs have been true to the vision of its founders,
the impact of the organization, and its future role.

The Vision. Perhaps one of the greatest insights of Farm Foundation’s
founders was to arm the organization with a mission that was responsive to
change, specifically the ever-evolving challenges and opportunities for agricul-
ture, the food system and rural communities. As previous chapters have
described, the mission of an independent, objective Foundation serving agricul-
ture, the food system and rural communities has never waivered. Farm
Foundation has remained focused on relevance and effectiveness, continually
adapting programs to respond to needs generated by changing economic, tech-
nological and social forces.

Alexander Legge was Farm Foundation’s principal founder and primarily
responsible for its organization in February 1933. His legacy provided the major-
ity of the Foundation’s endowment.

Legge, who died before the Foundation was fully organized, had definite opin-
ions about what Farm Foundation was to become, but was fairly ambiguous about
specific details. He desired that Farm Foundation be a permanent institution. He
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also wanted it to have a larger endowment than he could provide so that it would
have the resources to conduct substantive work. Legge described the types of activ-
ities he believed the Foundation should pursue:

“1. To conduct research and experimental work for the study of any social,
mechanical, physical or economic problem of importance to any sub-
stantial portion of the agricultural population of the country, including
problems of production, marketing and purchasing, the sound coordi-
nation of the agricultural with the industrial and mercantile life of the
country, living conditions and human, animal and plant diseases.

2. To finance any such research or experimental work conducted by
the staff of any university or college, or other institution, corpora-
tion or person calculated, in the judgment of the Board of Trustees,
to lead to useful results.

3. To disseminate education and useful information developed as a
result of any such study, research and experimentation, or otherwise,
in such manners to be of practical value to the farming population.”2

Farm Foundation has fulfilled Legge’s vision. It is a permanent institution
and the types of activities which have been sponsored correspond exceedingly
well to his wishes.

One of the most significant departures from Legge’s vision was the decision
not to undertake basic research, but rather to act as a catalyst. At the 1954 Board
meeting, F.D. Farrell, one of the founding Trustees, explained: “Shortly after Dr.
Taylor became Managing Director in 1935, the Trustees decided, upon Dr.
Taylor’s recommendation, to conduct directly little or no research and educa-
tional work, but to stimulate and aid established research and educational
institutions–chiefly the Land Grant colleges–to ‘find the truth and to tell it’ in
areas within the terms of our charter. This has proved to be one of the most
important and wisest decisions ever made by the Trustees.”3

This decision was based principally on what was probably the Farm
Foundation Board’s greatest shortfall—the inability to increase its endowment
in its early years. Legge envisioned an endowment of $10 million or more in
1933. Farm Foundation’s endowment would not surpass $10 million until 1987.

The founders did the best with what they had. William Waymack, a Board
member from 1939-1949, provided an interesting perspective: “... I find myself
concluding that relatively modest resources have actually, in this rare case, been
an advantage…A unique kind of program has been devised, ‘cut according to the
cloth available,’ based on doing things with people primarily rather than with
dollars primarily. Stimulating and catalyzing, when it is really made to work, can
produce exceptional values. I doubt whether there is another organization in the
country that has made it work better.”4
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Several founding Trustees provided perspectives on Farm Foundation over the
years. Joseph Ackerman summarized remarks made at a 1953 Trustees’ meeting by
Chris L. Christensen: “Mr. Christensen said that through the twenty years of his
service as a Trustee of the Farm Foundation, the intent, the concept, and the fun-
damentals with respect to this country and, in particular, to our rural people as they
were envisioned by Mr. Legge and Governor Lowden, have served as a guide in the
planning and in the development of the work of the Farm Foundation.”5

The minutes of the same meeting include this report of comments by Roy
Johnson: “The founders believed that a private agency was needed to supple-
ment the work of the federal and state governments and to help coordinate the
work of other agencies. Mr. Johnson felt that the Farm Foundation has done a
remarkable job in coordinating research and extension activities.”6

After receiving a copy of The Farm Foundation: 1933-1943, Owen Young
wrote Henry Taylor: “I well recall my talks with Alex Legge in which he outlined
with enthusiasm the field in which he hoped a trust fund might be productive. I
am sure that he would be pleased with the advances which you have made.”7

At least one founding Board member disagreed. In 1943, Dan Wallace wrote
Frank Mullen: “Frankly speaking, I feel that the Foundation and its operations to
date has fallen far short of the splendid idea that inspired it. Perhaps back at the
time when such folks as yourself, Mary Rumsey, Cliff Gregory and some of the
forward thinking Master Farmers, were dreaming about an all around service to
agriculture, was not the time to carry such dreams into positive action.”8

Wallace harkened back to the nebulous “New York Group” and their efforts
to address the social, rather than economic problems confronting agriculture in
the early 1930s. While the efforts of the “New York Group” were noble, they
were idealistic and judged by the other founders as too broad to undertake. Farm
Foundation simply did not have the resources to address the issues the “New
York Group” championed.

While Legge or Frank Lowden may not have liked every specific program,
they would likely be pleased that their legacies have extended into the 21st
century, that Farm Foundation has had a significant role through a remarkable
period of change in agriculture, and that the organization continues to carry out
programs supportive of their goals as interpreted by the founding Board.

The Foundation’s Impacts. In the early days of Farm Foundation, Managing
Director Henry Taylor and Associate Managing Director Joe Ackerman were at
a meeting. “A colleague of Joe’s came up and said, ‘It seems to me that I see you
at every meeting I go to. What is your racket?’ Taylor heard the question and
answered before Ackerman could. He said, ‘Oh, he has the same function that
yeast has in the making of bread.’”9

Farm Foundation has made a difference to agriculture and rural America.
But if Farm Foundation is the “yeast,” accurately measuring the yeast’s effect
requires envisioning a world without Farm Foundation.
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In that scenario, there would have been no central coordinating agency in
the agricultural social sciences. There would be no national organization
addressing issues in agriculture, the food system and rural communities.
Hundreds of fellowship recipients would have had to look elsewhere for addi-
tional funding for graduate training that enabled them to help agriculture and
rural people. There would not have been funding and seed money for thousands
of projects. Farm Foundation has directly impacted innumerable lives through
its programs.

Barry Flinchbaugh of Kansas State University, identified four areas where
Farm Foundation has had lasting impact: “1. Seed money for projects, benefit-
ting farmers and rural people. 2. An objective, respected voice on agricultural
and rural issues. 3. Bringing together the ‘movers and shakers’ to discuss issues
and enhance input. 4. I can’t think of a major issue facing rural America in the
last 30 years in which Farm Foundation events, publications and sponsored-dia-
logue didn’t make a difference.”10

“A subtle but important product of Farm Foundation activity has been its
contribution to the development of professional staff in the Land Grant system
and in the social science parts of USDA,” according to Howard W. Ottoson, a
retired professor at the University of Nebraska. “Young staff members have been
exposed to more experienced peers in other institutions through the regional
committees in ways different than contacts through professional societies. They
have learned new methodologies. They have become acquainted with senior
members of the profession. State and federal staff people have been more effec-
tive and productive research and extension people because of experiences in
Farm Foundation sponsored committees and activities.”11

“Without doubt, the Farm Foundation made a difference,” according to Neil
Harl, emeritus professor of economics at Iowa State University. “The publica-
tions represented tangible contributions to the literature and were widely used
and cited. The publications were uniformly relevant, state-of-the-art and appro-
priately balanced in tone and tenor. The Foundation also made a contribution to
the human family by providing a forum for the ongoing debates on important
issues.”12

Ann Veneman was a Farm Foundation Trustee when she was named U.S.
Secretary of Agriculture in 2001, a post in which she served until 2005. “When
a Farm Foundation publication or report crossed my desk, I knew it contained
comprehensive, objective information. The value of that is immense, especially
for a public official who is constantly bombarded with special interest materi-
als.”13

Alabama agribusiness leader Dan Smalley values Farm Foundation’s ability
to look around the corner. “Farm Foundation has a long history of identifying
opportunities and challenges which America’s agriculture and rural people will
be facing before the issues are being discussed in mainstream agricultural, 
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governmental, academic or rural organizations,” says the former Trustee.
“Globalization, consolidation, bio-technology, nutraceuticals and renewable
energy are just a few of the topics that have been identified and brought to the
table for discussion over the 18 years that I have been involved with Farm
Foundation. What will the future hold for agribusiness and rural America? I
don’t know. But you can be assured that Farm Foundation will be addressing
these issues before most of us know what they are.”14

The challenge of measuring quantifiable impacts highlights the unique role
Farm Foundation has played in U.S. agriculture. The Foundation has not funded
tangible projects like building hospitals or feeding the hungry, but rather has
worked with intangible projects that build human capital, identify emerging
issues in agriculture, and advance the public policy debate. Universities, non-
profit organizations and other foundations have also long struggled with how to
appropriately measure the impacts of similar programs.

“Farm Foundation made a difference because it developed and conducted
activities that educated the educators,” says Lee Kolmer, retired dean of agricul-
ture at Iowa State University, and a former Farm Foundation Trustee. “It helped
us to look out of our small cell and observe and interact with the forces that were
changing the agricultural economy, the community and the family…We were
better attuned to the forces that were changing agriculture and the rural com-
munity. This, in my mind, was how the Farm Foundation ‘made a difference.’”15

“There can be no questioning of the fact that the Farm Foundation has made
a difference over the last 75 years,” says former Texas Congressman Charles
Stenholm. “From the complexity of the global marketplace to the frustration of
the political marketplace the Farm Foundation has repeatedly stepped in to
provide constructive and, many times, alternative approaches for consideration
of farmers, ranchers, consumers and policy makers. Contributions from and to
the academic world, as well as the domestic and international political worlds,
have often gone unnoticed but can be found in many of the successful policies
that have been implemented.

“In a world that is gaining three people per second and losing one hectare of
arable land every 7.6 seconds, finding new and better ways to make two blades
of grass grow where only one grew before will be even more critical,” Stenholm
continues. “There is no doubt that the research and education communities will
provide the recipes for success. Farm Foundation will be there to interpret and
translate into usable and understandable language with its usual pinch of
common sense.”16

At a time of expanding world populations that increase demand for food, an
evolving biofuels market, global food markets, food safety issues, including the
potential for bioterrorism in the food system, “the role of education and under-
standing cannot be understated,” says William Boehm, president of Kroger
Manufacturing and a Trustee of Farm Foundation. “If there ever was a need for
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a facilitating body in this broad industry, this is it. In this environment, the suc-
cessful facilitating body will need to welcome people with different views and
different data. To make a difference, an impact, it will have to be seen as credi-
ble and inviting to all points of view. Farm Foundation can perform this role in
its next 75 years.”17

The Future. One of Farm Foundation’s greatest strengths has been its ability
to stay true to its original mission while evolving with changing times. In the
Henry Taylor years, Farm Foundation hired specialists to address under-served
topics, such as land tenure, rural health and rural education. Later, it coordinated
research between USDA and university scientists. In the 1960s through the
1980s, an additional focus was developing methodologies and promoting public
policy education as tools for applying research results to important issues facing
agriculture, the food system and rural people. From the 1990s through today, the
Foundation has focused on projects within designated program priority areas to
address timely, evolving societal issues, collaborating with academia, government
and industry to maximize human and financial resources devoted to these
issues.

Despite being a small foundation with limited resources, Farm Foundation’s
agility and ability to identify new opportunities has kept it relevant and effective
across a period of continuous and at times breathtaking change, while staying
true to its founding vision.

Farm Foundation’s future is tied to the future of U.S. agriculture, the food
system and rural communities in a global economy. Change remains the con-
stant. New technologies continue to revolutionize not only agricultural
production but the entire food system. The roles of traditional institutions—the
U.S. Department of Agriculture, state departments of agriculture, Land Grant
colleges and universities, and farm and commodity groups—are evolving to meet
broader societal needs. Special interest groups, including environmentalists and
consumers, are taking a much more active role in issues related to agriculture, the
food system and rural communities.

The changes in the Land Grant community, Farm Foundation’s long-stand-
ing partners, are pronounced. With an increasing focus on budgets and
performance measures, extension positions are vulnerable and being eliminated
in many institutions. Competition for research grants has replaced cooperation
between institutions and professionals in some instances, yet in other cases
forced more multi-state collaboration.

Farm Foundation’s long history with university and USDA agricultural
social scientists will undoubtedly continue. Farm Foundation must also continue
to further leverage its resources by seeking new partners and relationships.

Another challenge of the Foundation is sustaining its financial health
through continued prudent management and growth of its trust, and leveraging
that endowment with funding support from other public and private sources.
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The latter has been increasingly successful, especially as the Foundation raises its
visibility and the impact and influence of its work. This provides a sound basis
for continued collaborative project funding and enhances the potential for addi-
tional endowment growth.

In 1929, Alexander Legge wrote Frank Lowden “about a dream that [he] had
been indulging in for some time past, and that is the forming of some kind of
business organization that might be helpful in the big problem of agriculture.”18

Today, Farm Foundation is the nation’s only foundation devoted exclusively
to agricultural and rural interests. Seventy-five years after its founding, Legge’s
dream is still alive, pertinent and valued. A statement written for Farm
Foundation’s 50th anniversary in 1983 remains relevant today: “In sum, there is
every reason to believe that the next fifty years will offer as many or more oppor-
tunities and challenges for agriculture and agribusiness as have the past fifty
years. Likewise, there is every reason to expect that an independent organization
such as Farm Foundation will find ample opportunities to help foster innovative
thinking and insights into solutions to problems and issues facing agriculture and
rural people in the coming decades.”19
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Appendix
Secretaries of Agriculture as Farm Foundation Trustees, 
1953-2007

Besides Ezra Taft Benson (see Chapter 6, page 104) and Earl Butz (see Chapter
8, page 138), the following agriculture secretaries served on Farm Foundation’s
Board of Trustees prior to or after their government service:

• Clifford M. Hardin was Chancellor of the University of Nebraska from 1954
to 1969, when he was named Secretary of Agriculture in the Nixon adminis-
tration. He left his post in 1971 for a position with the Ralston Purina
Company. Hardin was a Farm Foundation Trustee from 1973 to 1983.

• Bob Bergland was a congressman from Minnesota before serving as
Secretary of Agriculture in the Carter administration from 1977 to 1981.
Bergland served on Farm Foundation’s Board from 1983 to 1993. 

• John R. Block served as Secretary of Agriculture in the Reagan administra-
tion from 1981 to 1986. Prior to that, he was Secretary of Agriculture of the
State of Illinois. Block left his federal post to become president of the
National-American Wholesale Grocers’ Association. Block was a Farm
Foundation Trustee from 1971 to 1981. 

• Richard E. Lyng’s career started in the family seed and bean business. After
posts in California state government, service as president of the American
Meat Institute, and executive service at USDA, Lyng served as Secretary of
Agriculture from 1986 to 1989. Lyng was a Farm Foundation Trustee from
1985 to 1986.

• Clayton Yeutter was U.S. Secretary of Agriculture from 1989 to 1991.
Yeutter was president of the Chicago Mercantile Exchange and later was
named U.S. Trade Representative, and chairman of the Republican National
Committee. Yeutter was a member of Farm Foundation’s Board from 1980
to 1985.

• Mike Espy was elected to three terms in the U.S. House of Representatives
from Mississippi. He was appointed Secretary of Agriculture in the Clinton
Cabinet in 1993. Since leaving office, Espy has focused on agriculture and
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agribusiness partnerships between entities in the United States and Africa.
Espy was elected to Farm Foundation’s Board of Trustees in 2002.

• Daniel R. Glickman served as Secretary of Agriculture from 1995 to 2001.
Prior to that, he represented Kansas in the U.S. House of Representatives for
18 years. He currently heads the Motion Picture Association of America.
Glickman served on Farm Foundation’s Board of Trustees from 2001 to
2006.

• Ann M. Veneman’s career included executive positions in USDA and
service as California’s agriculture secretary. Veneman served as Secretary of
Agriculture in the George H.W. Bush administration from 2001 to 2005. She
currently heads the United Nations UNICEF Program. She was a Farm
Foundation Trustee from 1996 to 2001.
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Appendix

Farm Foundation Trustees, 1933 to 2007

Trustee Organization1 City Term
Duane Acker Kansas State University Manhattan, KS 1985-1987
Richard E. Albrecht Farm Progress Publication Oak Brook, IL 1971-1981
Ralph Ammon WLS Radio Chicago, IL 1943-1944
Jay Armstrong Armstrong Farms Muscotah, KS 2004-present
H.G. Atwood Union League Club Chicago, IL 1941-1941
Nicholas C. Babson Babson Brothers Company Naperville, IL 1995-2005
Varel G. Bailey Farmer Anita, IA 1986-1996
Gary H. Baise Baise & Miller Washington, DC 1991-2001
Crowdus Baker Sears, Roebuck and Company Chicago, IL 1954-1964
Boyd C. Bartlett Deere & Company Moline, IL 1976-1986
Bernard M. Baruch Financier New York, NY 1933-1938
Ernest T. Baughman Federal Reserve Bank of Chicago Chicago, IL 1970-1980
Ezra T. Benson Church of Jesus Christ of

Latter-day Saints Salt Lake City, UT 1946-1949
Orville G. Bentley University of Illinois Urbana, IL 1968-1978
Sherwood Berg South Dakota State University Brookings, SD 1968-1977
Bob Bergland National Rural Electric 

Cooperative Association Washington, DC 1983-1993
C.E. Bishop University of Arkansas Fayetteville, AR 1969-1979
Keith Bjerke Farmer Northwood, ND 1984-1989
John R. Block Block Farms Gibson, IL 1971-1981
William T. Boehm Kroger Company Cincinnati, OH 1999-present
W.I. Boone Farmer Eureka, KS 1954-1964
C. Robert Brenton Brenton Banks, Inc. Des Moines, IA 1969-1979
Robert M. Brook Indiana Institute of Agriculture, 

Food, and Nutrition Indianapolis, IN 1985-1995
Carol Brookins World Perspectives, Inc. Washington, DC 1993-1995
Paul G. Brower Gold Kist, Inc. Atlanta, GA 1992-2002
Robert K. Book Farmer Waukee, IA 1964-1966
John M. Budd Great Northern Railway Company St. Paul, MN 1952-1973
Ralph Budd Burlington Lines Chicago, IL 1946-1956
Robert Buker U.S. Sugar Corporation Clewiston, FL 2006-2007
Bruce O. Burnhan Quaker Oats Company Chicago, IL 1988-1990
Earl L. Butz Purdue University Lafayette, IN 1960-1969
Cason J. Callaway, Sr. Blue Spring Farms Hamilton, GA 1951-1956
Cason J. Callaway, Jr. Dixie Size and Chemical Company Columbus, GA 1956-1966
Joseph E. Carrigan University of Vermont Burlington, VT 1948-1953
Larry Cena Atchinson, Topeka, & Santa Fe 

Railway Chicago, IL 1983-1985
David L. Chicoine South Dakota State University Brookings, SD 2001-present
Chris Christensen University of Wisconsin Madison, WI 1933-1964
Wilber A. Cochel Weekly Kansas City Star Kansas City, MO 1940-1950
Drew Collier Union Pacific Railroad Omaha, NE 1997-2002
Robert Colson PM&O Shiplines San Francisco, CA 1992-1997
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Trustee Organization1 City Term
Jeffrey A. Conrad Hancock Agricultural 

Investment Group Boston, MA 1998-2005
James W. Cook Illinois Bell Telephone Company Chicago, IL 1968-1973
Robert D. Cook Castle and Cooke, Inc. San Francisco, CA 1983-1993
Thomas P. Cooper University of Kentucky Lexington, KY 1938-1948
Clifton Cox Armour and Company Phoenix, AZ 1975-1980
Hobart Creighton Creighton Brothers Warsaw, IN 1960-1970
Richard Crowder American Seed Trade Association Alexandria, VA 2005-2006
Joseph Dain, Jr. Deere & Company Moline, IL 1966-1976
Chester C. Davis Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis St. Louis, MO 1945-1950
Ashley D. DeShazor Montgomery Ward Chicago, IL 1978-1981
Robert DeYoung Goodyear Tire and Rubber 

Company Akron, OH 1961-1971
Ed Dickinson Progressive Farmer Birmingham, AL 1997-2002
George Doering ConAgri Agri-Products Greeley, CO 1987-1992
Howard J. Doggett Farmer Helena, MT 1969-1974
Daniel M. Dooley Dooley, Herr & Peltzer, LLP Visalia, CA 1999-present
Becky Doyle World Food Program Rome, Italy 2001-2003
Mark R. Drabenstott Kansas City Federal Reserve Kansas City, MO 2005-present
William E. Dripps National Broadcasting Company Chicago, IL 1944-1950
William S. Elliott International Harvester Company Chicago, IL 1945-1951
Will Erwin Farmer Bourbon, IN 1981-1991
Michael Espy Mike Espy, PLLC Jackson, MS 2002-present
Beverly B. Everett Farmer New Sharon, IA 1979-1984
Edmund H. Fallon Cooperative Grange League 

Federation Ithaca, NY 1960-1967
Francis D. Farrell Kansas State College Manhattan, KS 1933-1954
Kenneth R. Farrell University of California Oakland, CA 1993-1998
John D. Farrington Rock Island Lines Chicago, IL 1943-1953
Raymond Firestone Firestone Tire and Rubber 

Company Akron, OH 1953-1960
A. Charles Fischer North American Dow Elanco Indianapolis, IN 1996-2006
Donald V. Fites Caterpillar, Inc. Peoria, IL 1985-1995
Barry L. Flinchbaugh Kansas State University Manhattan, KS 2001-present
Arthur J. Fogerty Agway, Inc. Syracuse, NY 1987-1994
Kirk B. Fox Successful Farming Des Moines, IA 1950-1960
J. Erik Fyrwald DuPont Agriculture & Nutrition Johnston, IA 2005-2006
Richard Gady ConAgra, Inc. Omaha, NE 1992-2002
Cornelius L. Gallagher Bank of America Roseville, CA 2005-present
William M. Garrard Staple Cotton Cooperative 

Association Greenwood, MS 1939-1949
Darius W. Gaskins, Jr. Burlington Northern Railway Fort Worth, TX 1987-1992
W.W. Gaston Gold Kist, Inc. Atlanta, GA 1981-1986
G.G. Gibson Texas A&M University College Station, TX 1956-1957
John Glaus Farmer Chamberlain, SD 1974-1979
Dan Glickman Motion Picture Association 

of America Washinton, DC 2001-2006
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Trustee Organization1 City Term
Ronald Goddard Agway, Inc. Syracuse, NY 1967-1977
Colin S. Gordon Quaker Oats Company Chicago, IL 1954-1970
William R. Gordon John Hancock Financial Services Boston, MA 1985-1995
Clifford V. Gregory Prairie Farmer Chicago, IL 1933-1941
Connie Greig Little Acorn Ranch Esterville, IA 1984-1994
James T. Griffin Sears, Roebuck and Company Chicago, IL 1964-1966
Robert C. Gunness Standard Oil Company of Indiana Chicago, IL 1966-1971
Lawrence Haeg Midwest Radio-Television, Inc. Minneapolis, MN 1978-1981
Richard C. Hahn Farmers National Company Omaha, NE 2002-present
Paul E. Hammes Union Pacific Railroad Omaha, NE 2005-present
Bernard Hardiek Deere & Company Moline, IL 1996-1999
Clifford Hardin Ralston Purina St. Louis, MO 1973-1983
Charles M. Harper ConAgra, Inc. Omaha, NE 1982-1987
P. Dillon Hemstean Farmer Houston, MN 1970-1980
Roland Hendricks Pfizer, Inc. New York, NY 1982-1992
James H. Henson Jewel Food Stores Melrose Park, IL 1983-1985
Milton Hertz Hertz Farms Mott, ND 1980-1984

1990-2000
Greg Heying SUPERVALU, Inc. Chanhassen, MN 2002-present
William Hiller Agway, Inc. Syracuse, NY 1977-1987
James H. Hilton Iowa State College Ames, IA 1954-1964
George Hoffman Restaurant Services, Inc. Coral Gables, FL 2001-present
Lorenzo Hoopes Safeway Stores, Inc. Oakland, CA 1974-1984
Louis B. Howard University of Illinois Urban, IA 1964-1966
Earl M. Hughes Farmer Woodstock, IL 1951-1971
Donald Jacoby Novartis Minneapolis, MN 1996-1999
Patrick James Elanco Animal Health Indianapolis, IN 2002-2004
Porter Jarves Swift and Company Chicago, IL 1952-1962
Fred W. Jenks International Harvester Company Chicago, IL 1951-1958
Allan R. Johnson Achieva, Inc. Camdenton, MO 1994-2004
D. Gale Johnson University of Chicago Chicago, IL 1979-1989
Oscar Johnson National Cotton Council Scott, MS 1941-1951
Paul C. Johnson Prairie Farmer Chicago, IL 1953-1968
Roy Johnson Wandaroy Farm Casselton, ND 1933-1940

1949-1959
Wayne A. Johnson Illinois Central Railroad Chicago, IL 1952-1962
John H. Kautz John H. Kautz Farms Lodi, CA 1984-1994
Carol Keiser C-ARC Enterprises, Inc. Belleair, FL 2006-present
Arnold B. Keller International Harvester Company Chicago, IL 1942-1962
Alan Kemper Kemper Farms Lafayette, IN 2004-present
William F. Kirk E.I. du Pont de Nemours and 

Company Wilmington, DE 1991-2001
Keith Kirkpatrick WHO Radio Des Moines, IA 1983-1989
Dean Kleckner American Farm Bureau Federation Park Ridge, IL 1991-2001
Allan B. Kline American Farm Bureau Federation Chicago, IL 1940-1968
Diane Duren Knutson Union Pacific Railroad Omaha, NE 2002-2005
Ronald D. Knutson Texas A&M University College Station, TX 1995-2005
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Trustee Organization1 City Term
Lee Kolmer Iowa State University Ames, IA 1975-1985
Roy M. Kottmen Ohio State University Columbus, OH 1978-1988
James L. Kraft Kraft Foods, Inc. Chicago, IL 1947-1952
John A. Krol E.I. du Pont de Nemours and 

Company Wilmington, DE 1989-1990
C.E. Ladd Cornell University Ithaca, NY 1942-1943
Robert E. Lambert R.E. Lambert & Sons Darlington, AL 1933-1941
W.V. Lambert University of Nebraska Lincoln, NE 1951-1960
Robert C. Lamphier, III Ag Med, Inc. Springfield, IL 1987-1997
William G. Lapp Advanced Economic Solutions Omaha, NE 2003-present
Victor L. Lechtenberg Purdue University West Lafayette, IN 1998-present
Mary K. Ledman Keough Ledman & Associates Libertyville, IL 2006-present
Alexander Legge International Harvester Company Chicago, IL 1933-1933
Max Lennon Clemson University Clemson, SC 1987-1995
Homer J. Livingston The First National Bank of Chicago Chicago, IL 1950-1960
William J. Loughmiller Loughmiller, Inc. Twin Falls, ID 1998-present
Frank O. Lowden Sinnissippi Farm Oregon, IL 1933-1943
Richard Lyng Lyng and Lesher, Inc. Washington, DC 1985-1986
Gary MacDonald MacDon Industries, Ltd. Winnipeg, MB 2006-present
George MacDonald Philanthropist New York, NY 1933-1941
Albert R. Mann Cornell University Ithaca, NY 1933-1947
Ernest S. Marsh Atchinson, Topeka, and Santa Fe 

Railway Chicago, IL 1962-1966
James A. McConnell Cooperative Grange League 

Federation Ithaca, NY 1950-1960
Richard L. McConnell Pioneer Hi-Bred Seed Johnston, IA 2000-2005
Brooks McCormick International Harvester Company Chicago, IL 1962-1972
William McCurdy Sears, Roebuck and Company Chicago, IL 1966-1976
Jack McFadden Montgomergy Ward Chicago, IL 1981-1982
Samuel R. McKelive Nebraska Farmer Lincoln, NE 1941-1951
Luther McKinney Quaker Oats Company Chicago, IL 1990-1995
Price C. McLemore Farmer Waugh, AL 1951-1961
Wheeler McMillen Farm Journal, Inc. Philadelphia, PA 1953-1963
Flint McRoberts The McRoberts Farm Monticello, MO 1965-1975
Walter Meers Farmer Bloomington, IL 1945-1950
Donald W. Meinhold Metropolitan Life Insurance Overland Park, KS 1984-1987
C. Phillip Miller University of Chicago Chicago, IL 1943-1964
Albert K. Mitchell Farmer Albert, NM 1959-1966
James Moseley Jim Moseley Farm, Inc. Clarks Hill, IN 1996-2001
Bobby D. Moser Ohio State University Columbus, OH 1995-2005
Frank E. Mullen National Broadcasting Company New York, NY 1933-1942
Owen Newlin Pioneer Hi-Bred International Des Moines, IA 1979-2000
Alexander Nunn Progressive Farmer Birmingham, AL 1960-1968
James F. Oberwort Midwest Bancorp, Inc. Juliet, IL 1979-1984
William R. Odell International Harvester Company Chicago, IL 1958-1965
Jack Odle Progressive Farmer Birmingham, AL 2004-present
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Trustee Organization1 City Term
Howard W. Ottoson University of Nebraska Lincoln, NE 1977-1987
Joe L. Outlaw Texas A&M University College Station, TX 2005-present
Daniel I. Padberg Texas A&M University College Station, TX 1985-1995
Arthur C. Page WLS Radio Chicago, IL 1950-1952
Lane Palmer Farm Journal Philadelphia, PA 1974-1984
W. Robert Parks Iowa State University Ames, IA 1970-1975
Jack Parnell Kahn, Soares, and Conway Sacramento, CA 1994-1998
Frank W. Peck Federal Land Bank of St. Paul St. Paul, MN 1942-1945
J.B. Penn Sparks Companies, Inc. Washington, DC 1995-2001

Deere & Company Washington, DC 2007-present
Kenneth L. Peoples The Peoples Group, Ltd. Arlington, VA 1996-2006
W.R. Pierson Standard Oil Company of Indiana Chicago, IL 1971-1981
Clarence Poe Progressive Farmer Raleigh, NC 1933-1943
R.W. Porter Deere & Company Moline, IL 1986-1996
Keith R. Potter International Harvester Company Chicago, IL 1965-1975
Herman A. Praeger Farmer Claflin, KS 1939-1949
Ward L. Quaal WGN, Inc. Chicago, IL 1963-1973
Ralph Raikes Farmer Ashland, NE 1974-1984
Royce Ramsland Quaker Oats Company Chicago, IL 1980-1988
R.W. Reneker Swift and Company Chicago, IL 1969-1973
Walter F. Renk Wm. F. Renk and Sons Sun Prairie, WI 1944-1965
William J. Richards Farmer Circleville, OH 1975-1985
William E. Riegel Farmer Tolono, IL 1933-1943
W.A. Roberts Allis-Chalmers Manufacturing Milwaukee, WI 1951-1955
T.H. Roberts, Jr. DeKalb AgResearch, Inc. DeKalb, IL 1969-1979
Donald G. Ruegg Atchinson, Topeka, and Santa Fe 

Railway Chicago, IL 1985-1987
Beardsley Ruml The Macy Company New York, NY 1936-1945
Mary Harriman 
Rumsey Philanthropist New York, NY 1933-1934
Henry P. Rusk University of Illinois Urbana, IL 1941-1951
J. Stuart Russell Des Moines Register and Tribune Des Moines, IA 1949-1959
Paul S. Russell Harris Trust and Savings Bank Chicago, IL 1949-1949
Harold A. Safford WLS Radio Chicago, IL 1942-1943
Orion Samuelson WGN, Inc. Chicago, IL 1973-1983

1989-1999
Mark Scholl ENTIRA Raleigh, NC 2005-present
C.G. Scruggs Progressive Farmer Birmingham, AL 1984-1994
Arch W. Shaw Shaw-Walker Business Machines Chicago, IL 1934-1944
Romeo E. Short Farmer Brinkley, AK 1944-1954
Harper Sibley Farmer Rochester, NY 1938-1944
Melvin E. Sims FS Services Bloomington, IL 1970-1980
Dan Smalley Red Hill Farms Guntersville, AL 1991-2001
Worthington Smith Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul 

& Pacific Railroad Chicago, IL 1973-1983
Robert R. Spitzer Milwaukee School of Engineering Milwaukee, WI 1973-1983
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Trustee Organization1 City Term
Roderick N. Stacey Verdant Partners Capitola, CA 1995-2005
Robert Stallman American Farm Bureau Federation Washington, DC 2001-present
Charles R. Stamp, Jr. Deere & Company Washington, DC 2003-2006
Robert S. Stevenson Allis-Chalmers Manufacturing Milwaukee, WI 1960-1970
Carroll P. Streeter Farm Journal Philadelphia, PA 1963-1971
John Stuart Quaker Oats Company Chicago, IL 1933-1954
Joseph P. Sullivan Swift and Company Chicago, IL 1975-1996
Edward F. Swift Esmark, Inc. Chicago, IL 1973-1975
George H. Swift, Jr. Swift and Company Chicago, IL 1964-1969
Jesse W/ Tapp Bank of America Los Angeles, CA 1960-1967
Steven G. Tate Tate Farms Meridianville, AL 2000-present
Charles C. Teague Limoneira Company Santa Paula, CA 1933-1938
C.Y. Thomas Spencer Chemical Company Columbus, GA 1961-1971
L.D. Thomas Amoco Oil Chicago, IL 1982-1985
R.D. Thomas Firestone Tire and Rubber Akron, OH 1971-1973
Paul Thompson Farmer Belle Glade, FL 1950-1955
Robert L. Thompson Purdue University West Lafayette, IN 1988-1993
Robert B. Tootell Montana State College Bozeman, MT 1953-1963
Alan T. Tracy U.S. Wheat Associates Washington, DC 1993-2003
Melvin A. Traylor First Union Trust and Savings Bank Chicago, IL 1933-1934
Ann Veneman State of California Sacramento, CA 1996-2001
Donald B. Villwock Villwock Farms Edwardsport, IN 1994-2004
D.D. Walker Funk Bros. Seed Company Bloomington, IL 1972-1982
Lu Achilles Wall L.A.W. and Associates McPherson, KS 1981-1991
Dan A. Wallace The Prairie Farmer Walker, MN 1933-1940
Bentt Warren International Harvester Company Chicago, IL 1975-1985
William W. Waymack Des Moines Register and Tribune Des Moines, IA 1939-1949
C.W. Weldon First National Bank of Chicago Chicago, IL 1960-1970
William J. Whitacre J.R. Simplot Company Boise, ID 2005-present
Oliver Wilham Oklahoma State University Stillwater, OK 1958-1967
E.W. Wilson Armour and Company Chicago, IL 1963-1973
Thomas E. Wilson Wilson and Company Chicago, IL 1937-1947
Dale Wolf E.I. du Pont de Nemours and 

Company Wilmington, DE 1984-1989
Robert E. Wood Sears, Roebuck and Company Chicago, IL 1933-1954
Sara R. Wyant Agri-Pulse Communications St. Charles, IL 2000-present
Clayton Yeutter Chicago Mercantile Exchange Chicago, IL 1980-1985
Owen D. Young General Electric New York, NY 1933-1937
Donald G. Youpa The Sears-Roebuck Foundation Chicago, IL 1976-1978

1. Affiliated organization when trustee was elected to board.
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Meetings of Farm Foundation’s Board of Trustees

Chairman Date Location
Frank O. Lowden July 21, 1933 Palmer House, Chicago, Illinois
Frank O. Lowden June 22, 1934 Chicago Club, Chicago, Illinois
Frank O. Lowden June 28, 1935 Chicago Club
Frank O. Lowden June 24, 1936 Chicago Club
Frank O. Lowden June 28, 1937 Chicago Club
Chris L. Christensen1 June 13, 1938 Union League Club, Chicago, Illinois
Frank O. Lowden June 12, 1939 Union League Club
Frank O. Lowden June 10, 1940 Union League Club
Frank O. Lowden June 9, 1941 Union League Club
William S. Elliott2 June 10, 1942 Union League Club
William S. Elliott3 June 9, 1943 Union League Club
Chris L. Christensen June, 8, 1944 Union League Club
Thomas E. Wilson June 7, 1945 Union League Club
Thomas E. Wilson June 6, 1946 Union League Club
Thomas E. Wilson February 20, 19474 Union League Club
Thomas E. Wilson June 5, 1947 Union League Club
Ralph Budd May 2 1948 Union League Club
John Stuart5 May 26, 1949 Union League Club
John Stuart May 25, 1950 Union League Club
John Stuart May 24, 1951 Union League Club
John Stuart May 22, 1952 Union League Club
John Stuart May 21, 1953 Union League Club
Allan B. Kline May 27, 1954 Union League Club
Allan B. Kline May 26, 1955 Union League Club
Allan B. Kline June 4, 1956 Union League Club
Allan B. Kline June 3, 1957 Union League Club
Allan B. Kline June 2, 1958 Union League Club
Allan B. Kline June 1, 1959 Union League Club
Allan B. Kline June 6, 1960 Union League Club
Allan B. Kline June 5, 1961 Union League Club
Paul C. Johnson June 11, 1962 Union League Club
Paul C. Johnson May 28, 1963 Union League Club
Allan B. Kline May 27, 1964 Union League Club
Allan B. Kline June 2, 1965 Union League Club
Allan B. Kline June 1, 1966 Union League Club
Allan B. Kline June 1, 1967 Union League Club
Allan B. Kline June 6, 1968 Mid-America Club, Chicago, Illinois
William F. McCurdy June 5, 1969 Mid-America Club
William F. McCurdy June 4, 1970 Mid-America Club
William F. McCurdy June 3, 1971 Mid-America Club
Orville G. Bentley June 1, 1972 Mid-America Club
Orville G. Bentley May 31, 1973 Mid-America Club
Orville G. Bentley May 29, 1974 First National Bank of Chicago, 

Chicago, Illinois
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Chairman Date Location
Orville G. Bentley May 28, 1975 Union League Club
Orville G. Bentley May 19, 1976 Plaza Inn, Kansas City, Missouri
Orville G. Bentley June 2, 1977 Oak Brook Hyatt House, Oak Brook, 

Illinois
Orville G. Bentley June 1, 1978 Union League Club
W.R. Peirson May 31, 1979 Oak Brook Hyatt House
W.R. Peirson May 29, 1980 Oak Brook Hyatt House
W.R. Peirson May 28, 1981 Hyatt Regency O’Hare, Rosemont, 

Illinois
Joseph P. Sullivan June 10, 1982 Hyatt Oak Brook, Oak Brook, Illinois
Clayton Yeutter6 January, 26, 1984 Washington, D.C.
Joseph P. Sullivan June 14, 1984 Fargo, North Dakota
Joseph P. Sullivan January 10, 1985 Tucson, Arizona
Joseph P. Sullivan June 13, 1985 Oak Brook, Illinois
Royce Ramsland January 7, 1986 Phoenix, Arizona
Royce Ramsland June 13, 1986 Rosemont, Illinois
Joseph P. Sullivan January 5, 1987 Phoenix, Arizona
Joseph P. Sullivan June 11, 1987 Rosemont, Illinois
Donald V. Fites7 January 7, 1988 Phoenix, Arizona
Joseph P. Sullivan June 16, 1988 Rosemont, Illinois
Rollie M. Hendrickson8 January 7, 1989 Phoenix, Arizona
Joseph P. Sullivan June 8, 1989 Rosemont, Illinois
Rollie M. Hendrickson January 4, 1990 Phoenix, Arizona
Rollie M. Hendrickson June 7, 1990 Rosemont, Illinois
John R. Block January 4, 1991 Phoenix, Arizona
John R. Block June 6, 1991 Washington, D.C.
Robert L. Thompson January 3, 1992 Boca Raton, Florida
Robert L. Thompson June 26, 1992 Sacramento, California
William R. Gordon January 8, 1993 Phoenix, Arizona
William R. Gordon June 11, 1993 Atlanta, Georgia
Art Fogerty January 7, 1994 Phoenix, Arizona
Art Fogerty June 10, 1994 Bettendorf, Iowa
Bud Porter January 6, 1995 Palm Desert, California
Bud Porter June 9, 1995 Burlington, Vermont
Paul Brower January 5, 1996 Orlando, Florida
Paul Brower June 7, 1996 Morrilton, Arkansas
Emmett Barker January 10, 1997 Mexico City, Mexico
Emmett Barker June 20, 1997 Monterey, California
Dan Smalley January 9, 1998 Tucson, Arizonia
Dan Smalley June 5, 1998 Omaha, Nebraska
Bill Kirk January 7, 1999 Kona, Hawaii
Bill Kirk June 11, 1999 Banff, Alberta, Canada
Gary Baise January 7, 2000 Corpus Christi, Texas
Gary Baise June 9, 2000 Kohler, Wisconsin
Alan Johnson January 5, 2001 Jupiter, Florida
Alan Johnson June 8, 2001 Sun Valley, Idaho
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Chairman Date Location
Ronald D. Knutson January 9, 2002 Coral Gables, Florida
Ronald D. Knutson June 14, 2002 Wilmington, Delaware
Roderick Stacey January 10, 2003 Coronado, California
Roderick Stacey June 6, 2003 Birmingham, Alabama
Donald Villwock January 10, 2004 Tucson, Arizona
Donald Villwock April 29, 2005 Rosemont, Illinois
Donald Villwock June 12, 2005 Fargo, North Dakota
Nicholas Babson January 8, 2005 Coral Gables, Florida 
Nicholas Babson June 18, 2005 Portland, Oregon
Daniel Dooley January 7, 2006 Phoenix, Arizona
Daniel Dooley June 17, 2006 Wichita, Kansas
Victor Lechtenberg January 7, 2007 Ponce, Puerto Rico
Victor Lechtenberg June 9, 2007 Chapel Hill, North Carolina

1. In the absence of Chairman Frank O. Lowden, Vice Chairman Christensen presided.
2. In the absence of Chairman Frank O. Lowden and Vice Chairman Ralph Budd, Elliott presided.
3. With the death of Chairman Frank O. Lowden and the absence of the Vice Chairman Ralph Budd,

Elliott was elected chairman of the meeting by the board.
4. Special meeting to consider selling the Lowden Plantation.
5. In the absence of Chairman Ralph Budd, Vice Chairman John Stuart presided.
6. In the absence of Chairman Joseph P. Sullivan, Yeutter served as acting chair.
7. In the absence of Chairman Joseph P. Sullivan, Fites served as acting chair.
8. In the absence of Chairman Joseph P. Sullivan, Hendrickson served as acting chair.
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Farm Foundation Staff
Employee Position1 Began/End Service
Charles L. Burlingham Assistant Secretary2 May 1, 1934 – June 30, 1934
Dr. Henry C. Taylor3 Managing Director November 1, 1935 – 1949
Dr. Howard J. Stover Assistant to the Director November 1, 1936 – 1942
Robert V. Wilson Secretary November 1936 – August 19384

Iman E. Schatzmann Executive Secretary September 1, 1938 – unknown
Mary K. Wheatley 

Armstrong5 Secretary to Director October 1938 – unknown
Dr. Joseph Ackerman6 Managing Director February 11, 1939 – December 31, 1969
Theordora Reimers Secretary October 1939 – February 1940
Elise Darling Secretary October 1939 – December 1939
Harriet R. Jeffries Secretary for Rural Education March 1940 – July 1940
Mary Evans Spencer7 Secretary to Director March 1940 – October 1942
Elin L. Anderson Project Director April 26, 1940 – June 30, 1947
Constance Cavender Secretary June 1940 – unknown
Olive M. Biddison Secretary October 1940 – July 21, 1941
Mary Shaw Secretary February 1941 – July 22, 1941
Harriet Houwers Secretary June 26, 1941 – unknown
Effie Bathurst Secretary November 1941 – April 30, 1942
Sarah Jane Statham Secretary May 1942 – unknown
Elizabeth Ackerman Secretary May 1942 – unknown
Mary M. Stover Secretary July 1942 – unknown
Gladys Rogne Secretary November 1942 – unknown
Anne Dewees Taylor8 Research Assistant unknown – unknown
Detta Schmidt Secretary to Director 1941 – 1943
Rita Dohrmann

MacMeekin Secretary to Associate Director August 1943 – 1944
Mae Ramclow  

Tappendorf Secretary to Director November 1943 – April 1949
Agnes Boyton Lorentzen Research Assistant February 1, 1944 – October 1949
Marguerite L. Ingram Research Assistant July 1, 1944 – unknown
Maudie Nakada Noma9 Research Assistant August 1945 – April 30, 1976

10

Dr. Leland B. Tate Rural Sociologist September 1, 1945 – August 31, 1946
Frank W. Peck11 Managing Director October 1, 1945 – January 1, 1955
Madeline Simi Typist May 1946 – September 1948
Mildred Hoyt Typist September 20, 1948 – April 27, 1950
Alice Russell12 Research Assistant October 1, 1949 – October 2, 1950
Lois Bell Secretary to Director October 10, 1949 – September 20, 1950
Lore Gerden Typist May 1, 1950 – June 30, 1955
Grace Bacon Secretary to Associate Director October 2, 1950 – October 22, 1953
Mary Lally Secretary to Director October 9, 1950 – September 18, 1952
Margaret J. Kuechler Secretary to Director September 17, 1952 – January 18, 1954
Geraldine Berg Locklin Secretary to Associate Director November 2, 1953 – October 14, 1955
Jeanne Grout Secretary to Director January 28, 1954 – August 27, 1954
Roberta Mott Secretary to Director September 7, 1954 – September 30, 1957
Dr. Howard G. Diesslin Associate Managing Director February 1, 1955 – July 1962
Marilyn Tobin Typist June 27, 1955 – September 30, 1955
Marlene Bress Kraemer Typist October 5, 1955 – April 30, 197613

Irene M. Gardner Black Secretary to Associate Director October 17, 1955 – August 10, 1956
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Employee Position1 Began/End Service
Elaine Martenson14 Secretary to Director October 8, 1956 – April 4, 1958
Alice Matson Secretary to Director October 1, 1957 – November 29, 1957
Kay Kamfner Secretary to Director December 2, 1957 – February 28, 1958
Madelyn Naumes Secretary to Director April 11, 1958 – January 31, 1980
Esther Olson Secretary to Associate Director April 1, 1958 – January 31, 1970
Dr. R.J. “Jim” Hildreth15 Managing Director July 1, 1962 – December 1, 1991
Dr. W. Neill Schaller Associate Managing Director October 1969 – July 1977
Carol Mandra Secretary to Associate Director February 22, 1970 – October 9, 1970
Mae Mattson Secretary to Associate Director October 12, 1970 – April 30, 197616

C. Dana Bennett Special Consultant July 1, 1975 – 1984
Michelle Skivington Secretary to Associate Director April 1976 – May 1977
Janell Hull Secretary to Associate Director May 1976 – January 1978
Sandra Young Administrative Assistant September 12, 1977 – Present
Janice Alison Secretary to Associate Director January 1978 – September 1978
Dr. Walter J. Armbruster17 President March 20, 1978 – Present
Lillian Lang Secretary to Director November 13, 1978 – September 14, 1979
Antoinette Purves Russin Administrative Assistant February 15, 1980 – February 2005
Teddee Grace Editor 1984 – 1993
Dr. Steve A. Halbrook Vice President July 1, 1992 – Present
David P. Ernstes Texas A&M Contract October 27, 1997 – April 30, 2003
Mary M. Thompson Communications Director July 22, 2002 – Present
Laurie Marsh Administrative Assistant March 2005 – Present
Colleen Joy Administrative Assistant April 1, 2005 – October 2005
Vicki Liszewski Administrative Assistant November 2005 – Present
Julia Walski Administrative Assistant August 2006 – Present

1. Indicates last position held
2. Temporary position created by executive committee action.
3. After serving as managing director (November 1, 1935 - September 30, 1945), Taylor served as a con-

sultant to Farm Foundation from 1945 to 1949 while working on The Story of Agricultural Economics.
4. Wilson died in an automobile accident.
5. Armstrong served as secretary to director from October 1938 to March 12, 1940, as secretary in 1941,

and as secretary and research assistant on the medical care and health services project beginning in 1945.
6. Land tenure specialist, 1939-1942, associate managing director, 1942-1954, managing director, 1955-

1969 
7. Employed elsewhere January -May 1942
8. Anne Dewees Taylor, wife of Henry C. Taylor, served as both a unpaid and paid employee.
9. Was secretary to associate director until October 2, 1950.
10. Associated with the relocation of the office from downtown Chicago to suburban Oak Brook, Illinois.
11. Peck continued to serve as a consultant after his term as managing director.
12. Began in Chicago office September 5, 1949 as secretary to director (Peck).  Formerly secretary to Henry

C. Taylor in Washington, D.C.
13. Associated with the relocation of the office from downtown Chicago to suburban Oak Brook, Illinois.
14. Was secretary to associate director until March 3, 1958.
15. Associate managing director, 1962-1970, managing director, 1970-1991
16. Associated with the relocation of the office from downtown Chicago to suburban Oak Brook, Illinois.
17. Associate managing director, 1978-1991, managing director/president, 1991-present
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About the Authors
The authors represent three different eras and perspectives at Farm Foundation.
Combined, their experiences and expertise offer a rich assessment of Farm
Foundation’s history, programs and legacy.

David P. Ernstes is a research associate at the Agricultural and Food Policy
Center at Texas A&M University. He worked on a contract basis for Farm
Foundation from 1997 to 2003 and was involved with the implementation and
outreach of many projects.

The late R.J. “Jim” Hildreth joined the staff of Farm Foundation as associate
managing director in 1962. As managing director, he oversaw day-to-day opera-
tions of the Foundation from 1970 to 1991.

Ronald D. Knutson, professor emeritus at Texas A&M University, attended
his first Farm Foundation program in 1966. As a Land Grant university profes-
sor, he was involved in numerous foundation projects and programs. He was a
member of the Board of Trustees from 1995 to 2004 and served as chairman of
the Board of Trustees in 2002-2003.
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Alexander Legge

Source: Farm Foundation Archives



Time magazine cover of Alexander Legge
International Harvester President Alexander Legge spearheaded the drive to create a
private agency focused on agricultural and rural issues. His personal actions created and
funded the trust that formally organized Farm Foundation in February 1933. Legge died
in December 3, 1933, but his colleagues carried out his vision of the Foundation’s work.
Source: Time Life Pictures/Time & Life Pictures/Getty Images. Reproduced with permission.



Time magazine cover of Frank O. Lowden 
Former Illinois Governor Frank Lowden worked closely with Legge in building the
organization of Farm Foundation, and continued that work after Legge’s death. Lowden
and the other founding Trustees publicly announced the Foundation’s creation on
December 6, 1933, three days after Legge’s death. A major benefactor of the Foundation,
Lowden served as chairman of the Board, 1933 to 1943
Source: Time Life Pictures/Time & Life Pictures/Getty Images. Reproduced with permission.



Henry C. Taylor 
Henry C. Taylor founded the
Department of Agricultural
Economics at the University of
Wisconsin and the U.S.
Department of Agriculture’s
Bureau of Agricultural
Economics, a precursor to the
Economic Research Service.
Taylor was Farm Foundation’s
first managing director,
serving in that post from 1935
to 1945.
Source: Farm Foundation Archives

Chris L. Christensen
Chris L. Christensen was
executive secretary of the
Federal Farm Board under
Alexander Legge and later
served as dean of the College of
Agriculture at the University of
Wisconsin. Christensen served
on the Farm Foundation Board
of Trustees from 1933 to 1964.
Source: Farm Foundation Archives



Joseph A. Ackerman
Joseph A. Ackerman was a
land tenure specialist at Farm
Foundation, 1939 to 1942;
associate managing director,
1942 to 1954; and managing
director, 1955 to 1969.
Source: Farm Foundation Archives

Frank W. Peck 
Frank W. Peck was named
president of the Federal Land
Bank of St. Paul in 1938, and
joined the Farm Foundation
Board of Trustees in 1942. In
1945, he was named to
succeed Taylor as managing
director, serving in that
position until 1954.
Source: Farm Foundation Archives
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Charles Dana Bennett
Charles Dana Bennett and his wife, Edith, organized the Foundation for American
Agriculture Program to bring together leaders to discuss agricultural issues. Farm
Foundation took over management of the program in 1975, with Bennett continuing as a
consultant until his retirement in 1983.
Source: Farm Foundation Archives



R.J. "Jim" Hildreth
R.J. “Jim” Hildreth was on the
faculty at Texas A&M
University before joining the
staff of Farm Foundation as
associate managing director in
1962. He was named
managing director in 1970
and served in that post until
his retirement in 1991.
Source: Farm Foundation Archives

Walter J. Armbruster
Walter J. Armbuster was an
economist at USDA before being
named associate managing
director of Farm Foundation in
1978.  He was named managing
director/president in 1991. He
plans to retire in 2008.
Source: Farm Foundation Archives
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