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Economic Research in the Depar!ment of Agriculture:
A Historical Pergpective

By Gladys L. Baker and Wayne D. Rasmussen

Econemic research in the U.S, Department of Agriculture {USDA) has achieved its greatest
recognition in periods when agriculture and farmers have experienced stress and change. In
1922 the Bureau of Agricultural Economics (BAE) was set up in the Department to help
iind solutions to the disastrous post-World War I drop in farm prices. After BAE's solutions
praoved politically unaccepiable, the Bureau focused mainly on economic analyses and mar-
ket studies, and it handled most of USDA’s work on standards, grades, crop and livestock
estimates, foreign agriculture, and some other subjects, BAE's position reached a high point

in the 1930%s when its data and economic analysis formed the

basis for major New Deal pro-

grams and policies. It was given responsibility for general planning in 1939. During Worid
War II, it served war ageneies as weil as USDA, but afterward its influence declined because
of effective apposition to some of jts activities, including program planning. With its disso-
lution in 1953, economic research was divided between two USDA agencies and removed
from policy planning, In 1961, the Economic Research Service was established, Currentiy,
it supplies basic economic data, evaluates policy when asked to do 50, and provides prompt

answers to pressing economic questions.

Agricultural economies provided one answer to the
political unrest of farmers in the 1890°s and early
1800%. If farmers had not attained their goals through
political action to influence prices, perhaps they could
do so individuaily by applying economic ideas to their
farm operations. In 1911, Henry C. Taylor, who
defined agricuttural economics as a distinctive fieid of
research, wrote that its function was “to secure maxi-
mum net profits for the farmer and maximum well-
being for the ration® (7 9.

The new discipline combined several lines of work,
The gathering of agricultural statistics had been a major
line of work of the 1.8, Department of Agriculture
(USDA) since its begi nning in 1862. Before that, such
efforts had been handled in the Agricultural Division of
the Patent Office.

Farm management first developed in USDA, begin-
ning in 1901, under the leadership of an agronomist,
W. J. Spillman. Studies were made of farming condi-
tions and practices, especially on the most syccessful
farms, and plans were then prepared to help farmers
adopt more efficient systems of farm management,.
This work was organized in 1905 as the Office of Farm
Management (5, pp. 44-45},

Other lines of agricultural economic work were
growing out of recommendations of the Country Life
Commission. In 1913, both a Rural Organization Ser-
vice and an Office of Markets were established in the
Department, The first was to study rural economic
problems in z broad way; the second was ko carry out
research, service, and regulatory work in marketing. In
1915, the two organizations were merged (5, pp. 73-80},

Meanwhile, Taylor had been developing agricultural
econonlics as a field of research at the University of

Wisconsin, publishing the first agricultural economics
textbook in 1905, A number of his students joined the
USDA staff and he himself worked for the Department
on the economics of irrigation and for the Census Bu-
reau in planning the 1910 agricultural census, In 1919,
Secretary of Agriculture David Houston appointed a
committee of agriculturat leaders to consider broaden-
ing the Department’s work in farm management, Asa
result, the Office of Farm Management and Farm Eco-
nomics was established on July 1, 1919, and Taylor
was appointed e¢hief. He became chief of the newly
established Bureau of Markets and Crop Estimates on
July 1, 1921, even as he continued on his previous job.
All econemic work was to be combined as soon as the
Congress authorized Secretary Henry C. Wallace to
take action (5, pp. 107-108).

THE BUREAU CF AGRICULTURAL
ECONOMICS

Origin and Objectives

The Bureau of Agricultural Economics {BAE) was
established in 1922, a time of serious economic crisis
for farm people. Secretary Henry C. Wallace, who
consolidated the Department’s economie activities in
the new bureau, believed that if agricultural economisis
focused their research on the task, they could help
farmers solve their price and income problems. He
chalienged agricultural economists to give up the
detached seats of observation from which they hoped
to provide the records to enable future economists to
explain what had happened, Instead, he maintained,
let them turn to research with the definite objective
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of helping struggling farmers “work out their problems,
not alone for their benefit, but for the benefit of the
nation,” A national program, he told them, should
include consideration both of what was practical to do

Economies was established in 1922, To head it, Secre-
tary Wallace selected Henry C. Taylor, who had pioneered
in the development of farm management and agricultural
economics. In his testimony on February 9, 1922, before

and what ought to be done to help agriculture bridge
over the depression and build a stable and sound agri-
culture for the future (43).

As one of his first actions upon taking office,
Wallace inquired into the economic work being carried
on in the Department. On May 25, 1921, e appointed
an economics committee of five bureau chiefs. He di-
rected them to make a study of the economic condi-
tions of agriculiure, consult with agriculturai econo-
mists from around the country, and draw up recom-
mendations for handling the problems encountered,
Henry C. Taylor, then Chief of the Office of Farm
Management and Farm Economics and a friend of the
Wallace farnily, had previously prepared a plan that
would consolidate all economic work into a new
Bureau of Agricultural Economics.

The commitiee of bureau chiefs, the outside agri-
cultural economists, the farm organization leaders,
and members of the agricultural committees of
Congress who were consulted approved the proposal
for consolidation. However, some members of Con-
gress protested that the name “agricultural economics™
was a “high-brow collegiate term” that would not
mean anything to farmers, Secretary Wallace and
Henry C. Taylor, who by this time was Chief of the
Bureau of Markets and Crop Estimates, stated that
agricultural economics was the one name that em-
braced all the activities and that it had the advantage
of brevity, Taylor suggested that agricultural eco-
nomics was also the most satisfactory name from the
scientific point of view, He pointed out that the con-
solidation would allow for more effective organization
of interrelated work. As an example, he said that he
had found within the Department five different offices
in three separate organizations studying price relations,
By getting the eight or nine people working on the
problem together and organizing a committee on price
relations with a chairman in charge, the work could be
done more effectively and efficiently.

Secretary Wallace defined the objective of the new
hureau as inquiring into “every economic condition and
force which has an influence upon either production or
price, for the one depends upon the other.” He stated
that the work would begin with the study of farm
management. The costs of production and distribution
would be studied at each stage along the way. Market-
ing, he felt, was as truly a part of production as the grow-
ing of crops, The ultimate purpose of all the research, he
suggested, was “to make sure that our people are abun.
dantly supplied with the produets of the soil at prices
which will both sustain our agriculéure and be just to
the consumer™ {31, 1923, pp. 512.560, 848-850; 32,
1923, pp. 57, 511-512),

As a result of efforts by WaHace, Taylor, and the
committee of bureau chiefs, the Bureau of Agrieultural
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the House Subcommittee on Appropriations for the De-
partment of Agriculture, Taylor said:
The real work of the new Bureauw of Agricultural
Economics is to put the farmer and the dealer in
farm products in possession of the facts they
need in order to act wisely in all these problems
of praduction and marketing and to provide such
service and supervision as will tend to establish
efiiciency and fair play in the marketing of farm
products.

Marketing work had developed rapidly in those areas
which promised to give immediate aid to farmers, such
as the market news service and inspection work. The
next important step, he suggested, was to develop
research work in the economic problems of production
and marketing.

The appropriation request divided the work of the
Bureau into four categories: (1) farm management and
farm practice, (2) cost of production and distribution,
(3) marketing and disiribution, and {4} foreign produc-

tion and distribution (37, 1928, p. 512; 32, 1923, p. 57).

As first organized, the Bureau of Agricuitural Eco-
nomics had thiee production divisions: farm manage-
ment; cast of production; and crop and livestock esti-
mates. The marketing divisions included: cost of
marketing, warehousing, city markets, and six commod-
ity divisions. General divisions were agricultural finance;
statistical and historical research; agricultural coopera-
tion; farm population and rural life; land economics; and
information. The Washington office had 990 employees
and the field organization, with 148 branch offices in
79 cities, had 936 woikers. The field staff and many of
the employees in the Washington office were primarily
coneerned with regulatory and marketing services, which
had grown out of research, rather than with research.
However, a close interrelationship existed between these
services and research, Henry C. Tavlor, as bureau chief,
had two assistant chiefs, Lloyd S. Tenny and William A.
Schaenfeld, and a director of information (36, 1923,
pp. 6-71).

During the first years of the Bureau, research empha-
sized the collection and analysis of data on production,
price, and market for farm products. According to
Taylor, the problem of adjusting the farmer’s work to
the market influenced research throughout the whole

bureau. This problem required studies of demand, prices,

costs, and other factors.

If the research was to benefit the farmer, the facts
collected and their interpretation and analysis had to be
made availabie in a form farm people could use. On
April 20 and 21, 1923, the Bureau held the first of a
still continuing series of annual outlook eonferences. It
was attended by statisticians and economists from the
Bureau of Agricultural Economics, the Department of
Commerce, the Federal Reserve Board, and nongovern-
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ment research agencies. BAE’s Division of Statistical
and Historical Research prepared a summary of agricul-
tural statistics for use by conference participants. Com-
mittees of conference participants were asked to prepare
statements which would provide a basis for action by
farmers to adjust production to probable market condi-
tions.

The first outlook conference was based largely on
the statistics obtained from crop reports. It was recog-
nized that additional research on suppty, demand, and
price was needed as a basis for outlook reports. Further,
studies should be made of the effect of industrial pros-
perity and employment on the demand for specific farm
products. If farmers were to make changes in the use of
{heir land, they needed more information on alternative
crops which were in demand.

The agricultural outlook work guided research into
new channels. It also resulted in regular publication of
research results in a form that could be better under-
stood by county agents, farm journalists, and others
who could reach individuai farmers. Summaries of
research results first appeared on a regular basis in
Weather, Crops, and Markets and The Agricultural Situ-
ation.

Secretary Wallace and Taylor hoped that farmers, if
they had the benefit of facts and forecasts, would be
able to independently plan their farming operations not
based on prices at planting time but on probable prices
at selling time. Taylor suggested that if production was
orderly the problem of selling should become relatively
simple. 1t was hoped that the policy of providing infor-
mation to form a basis for individual and collective
action would bring about over a period of time the
necessary agricultural readjustments. The Bureau was

. providing both information and service in the form of
technical advice to groups desiring to organize coopera-
tives and to individual cooperatives. Growth and read-
justments in population would, Taylor believed , also help

tural depression (25,41, 1923, pp. 21-22; 28; 34).

Early Political Involvement

The organization of the outlook service and the qual-
ity of research conducted by the Bureau contributed to
Secretary Wallace’s feeling that setting up the Bureau
had been his most impottant accomplishment during
his first year in the cabinet. But when agricultural con-
ditions ¢id not improve, he began to push BAE Chief
Taylor to consider more drastic measures for solving
the farm problem. In the spring of 1923, he asked how
much wheat would have to be disposed of abroad to get
rid of the surplus through an export corporation, as pro-
posed in a bill introduced by Senator Norris. Statisti-
cians estimated that about 50 million hushels would
need to be exporied.

In September, Secretary Wallace called in Taylor and
challenged him further to hetp find a solution. Accord-
ing to Taylor, the Secretary said:
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. ; while we as department workers should

adhere to the national point of view, which we

are certainly doing in striving to save agricul-

ture from destruction, it does not follow that

farmers as a class must adhere to the national

point of view when other groups are not doing

so. In fact, unless farmers as a class get busy

and fight for their rights we in the Depart-

ment will not long be able to take a national

point of view because the point of view of

other interests will dominate us.

In his response, Taylor outlined several possible at-
tacks on the price ratic problem. The one that appealed
most to Secretary Wallace {and to which he was proba-
bly already cominitted) called for the organization of an
export commission to make the Nation's tariffs work in
agriculture’s behalf (26, pp. 591-595).

George N. Peek and Hugh 8. Johnson, officials of the
Motine Plow Co., had been vigorousty promoting such a
plan for several years with an eye to bringing about
“pquality for agriculture.” Wallace now directed a BAE
consultant, Charles J. Brand, former Chizf of the Office
of Markets, to draft tentative legislation incorporating
the Peek-Johnson ideas. This bill, reworked by the
Senate and House drafting sections in 1924, was intro-
duced into Congress as the MeNary-Haugen bill by
Senator Charles L. MeNary of Oregon and Congressman
Gilbert H., Haugen of Iowa. Brand had the task of lob-
bying for enactment of the measute (16, pp. 38-59; 48,
pp. 267-279).

Meanwhile, Taylor had fallen on hard {imes in the
Department. President Coolidge First aceused him of
using a fact-finding trip to the Wheat Belt to stir up
protest against the administration’s policies. Then on :
QOctober 24, 1924, Wallace died, leaving Taylor in an :
untenable position. The new Secretary, Howard M.

Gore, former Governor of West Virginia, did not press
the bureau chief to resign. But Gore’s successor, Wil-
liam M. Jardine, who took office on March S, 1925 as

a strong opponent of the McNary-Haugen bill, wanted
Taylor out. Taylor profested vigorously but ineffec-
tually, refusing to resign. He was replaced in August
1925 by Thomas P, Cooper, dean of the college of
agriculture and director of the agricultural experiment
station at the University of Kentucky {2/, pp. 259-262;
48, 243-244).
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Emphasis on Cooperative Marketing

While Cooper was in office, Congress, by the Coop-
exative Marketing Act of July 2, 1926, created a division
of cooperative marketing in the Bureau of Agricultural
Economics, replacing the Division of Agricultural Coop-
eration, The new division was to carry out research,
and provide advisory service and educational assistance
to associations of producers engaged in cooperative
activities. It was also directed to advise groups of pro-
ducers interested in forming cooperatives. Establish-
ment of the division by the Congress agreed with Secre-
tary Jardine’s position that cooperatives offered farmers

55




YA e e

-y

e

&
%

. i

etz ot

e o =

an effective means of coping with the problem of sur-
plus produetion.

With this enphasis on cooperative marketing, it was
natural that Lloyd 8. Tenny, who had been the assistant
bureau chief in charge of marketing activities, shoutd be
promoted to the position of Chief of the Bureau. Cooper,
whose leave of absence from the University of Kentucky
had been for only 1 year, returned there on June 10,
1926. In his first annual report as Chief, Tenny stressed
the importance of marketing research, particularly co-
operative marketing (36, 1926, pp. 23}

Undoubtedly some of the most important
problems of the bureau are in the field of mar-
keting, Ihtensive research covering the physical
and biologica® problems of production has been
carried on for many years by the department,
but it is only recently that the economic prob-
lems of production and marketing have been
given the attention they deserve ..,

Perhaps the most outstanding work of the
bureau in the field of marketing is in the field
of cooperation. The work of the bureau in
this field will be greatly enlarged during the
current year in carrying out the provisions of
the cooperative marketing act, approved
July 2, 1926, which provides for the organi-
zation of a division of cooperative marketing
... Through this division critical studies will
be made of exisiing eooperatives to determine
how they may function more effectively.

Closer contacts will be maintained between

the 12,000 coopetative organizations and this

department. ...

The emphasis given fo marketing research and to
marketing service and regulation zalso appears in the
breakdown in the Bureau appropriations requested for
fiscal year 1929. The amount asked for farm manage-
ment and practice was $382,250, and it included the
special item, cost of production, But $715,000 was
requested for research in marketing and distribution.

In addition, around $3 million was asked for marketing
service and regulatory activities, of which the largest
single item was $1,069,355 for the Market News Service.

For outlook work, designated a speciat project for
the first time, $68,220 was requested, Earlier, the work
had been divided between staff assigned to farm man-
agement and to marketing research. In discussing the
need for listing cutlook work as a special project in the
appropriation act, Tenny stated that he feit the logical
place for outlook work was in marketing rather than
farm management. He was convinced that “efficient
marketing begins with efficient produetion. . . we can
do a great deal toward the solution of the marketing
preblem by the process of education and control of
production. . .” (31, 1828, pp. 794, 815-878}.

It is interesting {o relate Tenny’s statement empha-
sizing marketing as interconnected with production te

Taylor’s statement thaf marketing was as truly a part
of production as the growing of crops. Former BAE
Chief Taylor had said that “farm management involved
the study of the markets as well as the study of the
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farm. ...” (32, 1923, p. 57). Thus, with Tenny as leader,

farm management and practice included work grouped
under the following four headings for fiscal year 1828:
(1) land economies, (2} rurat life, (8) farm management
and cost of production, and (4) farm finance, credit, and
rurat faxation.

Inn 1947, Tenny gave a paper on the early years of the
Rureau of Agricultural Economics. Almaost entirely, he
emphasized marketing, especially the service and regula-
tory activities. After briefly discussing the origin of
the Bureau, he stated: “It’s far more interesting to dis-
cuss some of the problems that were before us in these
early days. Naturally my comment will be mostly in
the marketing field. Tt was this work that Dr. Taylor
had asked me to handle.” (27}

Tenny’s inclination to facus on marketing service
and regulation during his period as bureau chief coin-
eided with Congressional interest in this work, an
interest existing particularly because of the work’s
demonstrable and immediate resalts, He included asa
part of marketing research the demand and price research,
work that became increasingly important to the Congress
as the farm depression deepened. But another closely
related line of study on cost of production remained
part of farm management research. The Congress con-
tinued to specify that $150,000 of the appropriation
for farm management research could be spent for cost _
of production studies and it continued to ask for re- i
ports on this work,

The Federal Farm Board

On July 186, 1928, Tenny resigned from the Bureau
to become vice president of Assaciated California Fruit
Industries, Ine. Nils A, Olsen, Assistant BAE Chief
since May 1925, sueceeded him. Olsen had also served
as Director of the Division of Agricultural Finance {49,
pp. 11-13},

Olsen had assisted Henry C. Wallace in writing his
book, Our Debt and Duty to the Farmer, endorsing the
principles of the McNary-Haugen plan. President Coo-
lidge, an active opponent, was to veto McNary-Haugen
bills in 1927 and 1928, These bills proposed machinery
for selling surpluses abroad at world prices and products :
for domestic consiumption at a fair exchange value. |

President Hoover, who would succeed Coolidge in
1928, more adamantly opposed the MeNary-Haugen
plan, As Secretary of Commerce in the Coolidge Ad-
ministration, he had been influential in the selection of .
William M. Jardine for Secretary of Agriculture in 192&,
While president of Kansas State College, Jardine had
vigorously opposed the MeNary-Haugen bills and he had
expressed confidence in cooperative marketing as the
solution to the farm preblem.

Before he became Secretary, Jardine had testified
that he did not think {le Department of Agriculture
was suited fe advise on the problems of cooperative
marketing. Nor did he change his position atter becom- :
ing Secretary. The administration plan to counter the i
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McNary-Haugen proposal, known as the Jardine-Tichner
plan, called for organizaiion of an independent federal
farm board. The board would loan funds to coopeta-
tives on the theory that they needed more credit to
atiract members. Cooperatives could cairy surpluses
from one season to another, thus avoiding depressing
prices (16, pp. 83, 107, 115.117, 159, 179, 187-188).

Olsen, as chief of the bureau, gave full support to
Secretary Jardine, However, as assistant chief, Olsen
had advised Jardine on April 24, 1926 that coopera-
tives could not handle farm surpluses because they did
not control large enough amounts of commodities to
affeet prices sufficiently, He had predicied that un-
loading the surplus probleri upon the cooperatives
would destroy them. The creation of mushroom orga-
nizations through Government loans would not be likely
to succeed. But as Bureau chief, Olsen supported the
Federal Farm Board, established by the Agricultural
Marketing Act of June 15, 1930,

In his 1929 report as chief to Secretary Arthur M.
Hyde, who had succeeded Jardine on March 4, 1929,
Olsen stated that the Federal Farm Board had heen set
up “as a new instrumentality to assist in solving the
problems of American agriculture,” to “translate into
action the results of service and research.” "The Board
policy was to rely on the Bureau of Agricultural Eco-
romics for comprehensive, reliable information on ail
economic phases of agriculture. The Burean’s fact-
collecting and research activities had already been
broadened in response to the requests of the Board.
The Federal Farm Board financed establishment of out-
look serviees in the Southern States and worked with
the Department to develop a jsrogram for land use. The
Division of Cooperative Marketing was transferred from
the Bureau of Agricultural Economies to the Fedetal
Farm Board on Oct. 1, 1929 (36, 1929, p. 1; 15, No.
3200, Oct. 1, 1929),

The Federal Farm Board, interested in the possihbili-
ties of increasing foreign sales, specifically requested the
Bureau to establish as soon as possible an adequate for-
eign agricultural service, The Boaxrd offered financial
support for the work until a permanent provision for it
could be made. In 1920, following the passage of the
Foreign Serviee Act, the Division of Foreign Agricul-
tural Service was established within the Bureau of Apri-
cultural Economics. Eight years later, the division was
transferred to the Office of the Secretary and in 1939
it became the Office of Foreign Agricuitural Relations.

Olsen continued in his annual reports as BAE chief
and in his testimony before Congressional committees
to emphasize the value of the outlook service as a guide
for farmers and the importance of cooperative market-
ing. Cooperation with the Federal Farm Board con-
tinued; the Bureau requested increases from the Con-
gress to expand reseirch on farm taxes, farm mortgage
credit, price analyses, foreign competition and demand,
livestock estimates, and land use. The appropriation
request for 1932 submitted in November 1930 for crop
and livestock estimates was $1,200,000; for marketing

and distributing farm products, $200,000; and for farm
management and practice, $480,760 (31, 1932, pp. 476-
477, 492.493, 502-5083),

Every year in his discussions of the agricultural sity-
ation, Olsen reported the critical problems facing farm-
ers but he did not offer any new solutions. On January
3, 1932, in his requests for appropriations for fiscal
year 1933, Olsen had to report that the Bureau’s initial
requests for funds had been decreased in the budget
process as part of the Hoover Administration’s drive
for economy, Olsen stated that he recognized the diffi-
cult position the country was in because of the large
deficit and that the Bureau had cooperated fully in 1931
by setting up and maintaining large reserves of funds
from the appropriations, He insisted, however, that
the Congress provide the full amount of the funds re-
quested in the budget because of the unusual character
of probiems confronting agriculture. This was no time
to sacrifice fundamental services for “If American apri-

culture ever needed them, it is now, and in the years to
come.”

Congressman Michael J. Hart of Michigan, who had
been a farmer, asked Olsen if he thought it would be
possible to have “some eontrol hy law, or some law by
which you could regulate production?’ Olsen replied
that in his judgment “it was not possible.” Regulating
production was a different thing than indicating that
in light of world competitive conditions, farmers
“might better grow a little less cotton.” Hart chal-
lenged Qlsen on the usefulness of outlook; “The farm-
er is on the very brink of destruction today, not with-
standing all that information.” To Olsen’s reply that
the farmer’s critical sithation was not caused by the
information, Hart stated: “T do not think the infor-
mation has hurt him any because I do not think he
knows anything about it. Furthermore, the farmer
does not need to be told that there is overproduction
because he knows that anyway.” Hart said that he
did not think the outlook work was worth the money
it cost {37. 1933, pp. 760, 763, 766.767, 787.790).

In December 2, 1932 testimony on the appropriation
bill for fiscal year 1934, Olsen said he believed that
Bureau activities were relevant to the economic crisis.
“They are directed at that, but, in the second place, a
great many of these services are aimed at preventing such
as we have at the present time from occurring.” He
spoke of the Bureau’s objective to build up “a continu-

ing economic service which will keep before the farmers
and the nation, the trend of developments in various di-
rections, and on the basis of those facts be in a position
to throw out lively warnings,”

In his testimony, Olsen referred to a Senate resolu-
tion calling upon the Burean to investigate how various
plans for farm relief would work to raise hog prices.
This, he stated, was the First resolution of Congress ask-
ing the Bureau to analyze a problem. Olsen said he was
delighted to have the BAFE render such a service, that he
was willing to discuss a number of approaches to solving
the depression in agricuiture. These included: (1) bol-
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stering prices by artificial means through credit or cur-
rency adjustments, {2) restoring markets and the pur-
chasing power of consumers through reviving industrial
activity, (3) increasing agricultural exports through
large credits, aceepting goods in return, or accepting
gold in payments, and (4) incressing efficiency in pro-
duction and marketing of products.

Congressman James P. Buchanan asked Olsen how
the factories were going to put people to work. The
BAE chief replied he was not ready to answer the ques-
tion hut that further adjustments in the cost of manu-
facturing might have to be made and that confidence
needed to be shown by the banking institutions and by
industry. It was, he said, fundamental that an improve-
ment be brought about in the domestic and foreign mar-
kets for agricultural commodities, Congressman Hart
of Michigan said, “That is one thing you and I agree
on.” Olsen retorted:

Before we are through, we are going to agree

on 99 percent of the things we are doing over in

that bureau. The trouble with you is that you

have not been over there to see what we are do-

ing. We can help you and your group more than

you think, if you will only come over there and

let us do it (37,1934, pp. 753-783).

Changes During New Deal Years

Henry A. Wallace beeame Secretary of Agriculiure
in 1933. He retained Nils Olsen as chief of the Bureau,
as Wallace was not interested in replacing civil servants
with political appointees. In addition, the new Secre-
tary was influenced by the fact that Olsen had worked
for and had been a friend of his father, Henry C. Wallace,
when he was President Harding’s Secretary of Agriculture.

But Olsen was not in sympathy with the New Deal
programs. In 1935, without dissent from the Secretary,
Olsen resigned and went io work for an insurance com-
pany. Wallace had felt the need to have a Bureau chief
who was enthusiastic about the new programs, particu-
larly the Agricultural Adjustment Administration (AAA).
Thus, he selected Albert G. Black, head of the AAA’s
Livestock and Feed Grains Division and former head of
Iowa State College’s Agricultural Economies Depart.-
ment (22, 370-371; 26, pp. 77-78).

A new division of marketing research was established
in the BAE in January 1935 to study problems of distri-
bution and consumption, to focus on spreads between
the farm price and the retail price, particularly as they
were affected by New Deal farm programs. The annual
report of the Bureau for 1935 pointed out that price
spreads in foreign countries were frequently narrower
than in the United States. Projects of the new Division
included intensive studies of selected marketing agree-
ments and of the effects of commodity processing taxes
on consumers and farmers, These studies were made in
Tesponse to requests from the Agricultural Adjustment
Administration. Bureau economists also undertook a
series of studies to analyze the relationship between the
prices pzid to farmers and the prices paid by consumers
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for about 50 agricultural products. This type of research
proved particularly popular in the Congress (36, 1935,
pp. 23, 24).

Albert G, Black gave enthusiastic support to all the
New Deal programs and complete personal loyalty to
the Secretary. In his first annual report as chief of the
Bureau, Black discussed at some length the coordina- o
tion of the work of the Bureau with that of the Agricul- o
tural Adjustment Administration:

The adjustment progratn has relied to a
considerable degree upon the data and analy-

ses prepared by Bureau workers who have

been trained through several years of experi-

ence in assembling and interpreting statistical

datiz with reference to various commodities

and preparing cutlook reports.

Black took the position that Government economists
should eontribute direetly to agricultural programs and
policy. They must not be content only to correctly
analyze a problem and propose a solution. He betieved
that an economist who makes the correct analysis and
cannot sell it convincingly has done only half the job
and should be fired for not completing the work, Fur-
ther, Black stressed the importance of theorists and
generalists:

Somewhere in the background but not too
remotz from current events there should be a
group of economists who can devote their atien-
tion to a continuing development of theory. . . .
This background of theory must be at any time
the ‘base line’ from which those working in
agricultural poliey ar upon programs or admin-
istrative problems must operate. :
There is needed too a large number of well P
trained economists who can view policy and
program problems in their entirety. The high- Cr
Iy speeialized technijcian eannot produce the
most effective results in the policy field. The
most sought for advice is from the man who is
competent to judge the validity of the studies
of the technician but who has sufficiently broad
training to synthesize correctly these results and
to relate them to findings entirely outside the
field of agricuftural economics. There is great
need for men who have this ability for synthe-
sis (8, p. 310; 76,1935, p. 1; 20, p. 78).
Secretary Wallace, Under Secretary Wilson, and their
assistants shared Black’s feelings about the role of Gov-
ernment economists. A close working relationship grew
between the Secretary’s office and the Bureau of Agri-
cultural Economics. Then, because of circumstances
outside the BAE, Black was asked to transfer from BAE,
first to the newly created position of Director of Market-
ing and later to the job of Administrator of the Farm
Credit Administration. In October 1938, he was suc-
ceeded as chief of the Bureau by Howard R. Tolley
(42; 5, pp. 246-250; 13, Mordecai Ezekiel, M. L. Witson,
Louis Bean; 47; 40, No. 782, Oct. 8, 1938 and No. 783,
Oct. 6, 1938).
Howard R. Toliey had previously worked in the
Bureau of Agricultural Economics as head of the Division
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of Farm Management and Costs {June 7, 1922 to
June 15, 1924; July 17, 1326 to September 15, 1928)
and as assistant chief (September 16, 1928 to March 31,
1230). He had left in 1930 to become director of the
Gianinni Foundation at Berkeley, California, after be-
coming disillusioned with what he considered uninspired
leadership in the Bureau and the Department,

In June 1933, Tolley had been called to Washingion
to develop a propgram for fruits and vegetables for the
Agricultural Adjustment Administration. He became
Assistant Administrator and direcfor of the Program
Planning Division, first. called the Division of Planning,
in December 1933, As division director, he had a major
part in developing changes in the program of the Agri-
cultural Adjustment Administration and in drafting the
Soll Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act that was
enacted by the Congress after the Supreme Court invali-
dated the Agricultural Adjustment Act. Tolley became
AAA Administrator in June 1936.

Tolley’s experience in the BAE and in the Program
Planning Division of the AAA equipped him to head the
BAE as reconstitufed in October 1938 as the general
planning agency of the Departmeni. This change had
come about through a need to reduce the size and
power of the AAA in relation to other agencies and the
Office of the Secretary, and as a part of a general USDA
reorganization. All “action administration was to be
grouped around a single core of program planning.”
Responsibility for the marketing and regulatory work
of the Bureau was fransferred to other Department
agencies. This work included the Market News Service
and responsibility for regulatory legislation which had
grown out of earlier research programs of the Bureaw.
Among such programs were warehousing, establishment
of standards and grades, produce marketing, and trading
in cotton futures.

The selection of Tolley for chief of the newly recon-
stituted Bureau did not entirely result from his demon-
strated ability in economic research and prograr. plan-
ning. He was also chosen because AAA’s field office had
eriticized him and because the Secretary’s office was dis-
satisfied with his performance as administrator of the
Department’s largest, most controversial action agency
{38, No. 1539, Mar. 11, 1936; 40, No, 782, Oct. 6, 1938;
13, Howard R. Tolley, M. L. Wilson, Paul H. Appleby;
20, pp. 158-163).

Reorganization for Planning

In his first report as chief, Tolley called fiscal 1339
the reorganization year for the BAE, He wrote that
the period

witnessed transformation of the Bureau from
an agency dealing in economic analyses and per-

[orming a multitude of statistical, service, and

reguiztory duties into an agency funclioning with

2 Department-wide scope both as a clearing house

for agricultural planning in the Nation and as an

economic-research organization,

R RTINS

As reorganized, the Bureau had three essentially dif-
ferent functions or methods of attack:

» Continuation of the fundamental research program

» Collaboration with the Federal and State extension
services and the State agricultural colleges “to the end
that farmers themselves will participate in the develop-
ment of plans and suggestions for agricultural programs”

s Assumption of “the responsibility for developing, in
close cooperation with other bureaus and agencies in the
Department, an integrated and continuing national agri-
cultural program.”

Fhe third mission, Tolley suggested, involved the obser-
vation of the several action programs in the field and an
“honest appraisal of both their shortcomings and their
accomplishments.” Tolley called the second and third
functions essentially new efforts for the Bureau.

To assist the BAE chief, key men, called coordinators
and later integrators, were selected to be in charge of
six major groups of activities: (1) general planning;

{2} rural welfare; (3) conservation and land use adjust-
ment; {4) market planning; (5} agricultural outtook; and
{6) program relations, The coordinators were members
of the interbureau coordinating committee to which alt
plans, technical suggestions, and administrative proposals
were sent. The proposals were to serve as the basis for
the chief’s recommendations to the Secretary’s Agricul-
tural Program Board. The heads of other Depariment
bureaus served as members of the coordinating commit-
tee. Tolley chaired the committee and served as 2 mem-
ber of the Agricultural Program Board. The committee
operated through numerous subcommitiees assigned to
work on the solution of particular problems and termi-
nated when they completed the work.

In 1939, the Bureau had 12 divisions: agricultural
finance, economic information, {arm management and
costs, farm population and rural welfare, land economics,
statistical and historical research, State and local plan-
ning, program surveys, marketing and {ransportation
research, program study and discussion, program devel-
opment and coordination, marketing programs and co-
ordination. The Division of State and Local Planning
had been established early in 1939 to coniinue some
studies begun in the Program Planning Division of the
Agricultural Adjustment Administration. The Bureau's
Marketing Research and Marketing Transportation Divi-
sions were merged on May 19, 1939, into the Marketing
and Transportetion Research Division, The Division
of Agricultural Statistics was transferred to the Agricul-
tural Marketing Administration on July 7, 1939,

In the 1940 annual report, Tolley calied the Bureau of
Agricultural Economics “the medium through which the
separate units of the Department plan the activities of the
total Department of Agriculture. I is also the focus of the
Department’s social and economic research,” The twin ac-
tivities, he wrote, merge into a single endeavor. Ai the
outbreak of war in Europe, the BAE’s program was adapt-
ed to provide special reports of the war's probabie effect
on prices, supply, and production. However, the Bureau’s
ultimate goals remained unchanged {36, 1940, pp. 1-2}.
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Adjusting to the War Years

On September 5, 1940, Claude R. Wickard succeeded
Henry A. Wallace as Secretary of Agricutture. Unlike the
two Wallaces, Wickard in his {raining and background had
not developed faith in the ability of agricultural econo-
mists to help formulate agricultural policy. He had been
a successful Indiana farmer and had se¥ved a term in the
Indizna State Legislature before coming to Washington
as Assistant Director of the North Central Division of
the Agricultural Adjustment Adminisiration. Wickard
had moved up to become director of this Division, and
on March 1, 1944 he became Under Secretary. His chief
interest was in the agricultural adjustment program and
he selected as immediate staff members pecple with
whom he had worked in the Agricultural Adjustment
Administration (9 2, pp. 251-252, 291-292; 5, p. 273;
38, No. 1401, Feb. 2, 1940),

The problem of determining the Department of Agri-
culture’s role in the national defense program confronted
Wickard when he assuined office. In this area, compeii-
tion soon developed between the BAE and the AAA,
Tolley had been making plans for the adjustment of De-
partment programs to defense needs. The extent of
adjustment required, and the types of field organization
needed, soon became a point of confroversy. At the same
time, Wickard had to face challenges to his authority from
members of the National Defense Advisory Commission.
The Agriculiural Cominissioner pcsed a threat in relation
to the possibie development of an independent food ad-
ministration, The Price Commissioner wanted to estab-
lish an Office of Price Administration.

In Tolley’s plans, the State and county planning com-
mittees would serve as the field organization of the De-
partment for defense and war activities. Feeling that the
commitiees were in a strategic position to coordinate
agricultural programs in the field, he recommended that
these committees give defense planning a high priority.
AAA Administrator Evans and others in the agency pro-
tested that the State and county planning committees
had not been involved in practical programs of inferest
to the AAA. Instead, its farmer committees should be
given responsibility for any special defense activities.

On July b, 1941, Secretary Wickard established new
Siate and county defense boards fo coordinate the
defense activities. The chairmen of the AAA farmer
committees were to chair these new boards, and the
State chairmen were to report dirvectly to the Secretary.
This decision offersd only one of the indications that
Wickard would not give strong support to the Buresu of
Agricultural Economics in its role of general planner for
the Deparfment.

However, Secretary Wickard was willing to make the
Bureau responsible for production goals, and he called
on it to establish an Interbureau Production Goals Com
mittee, Also, on May 31, 1941, he asked the Bureau to
establish an Interbureau Coordinating Conmittee on post-
defense programs {9; 20, pp. 202-207, 214-215; 40,

No. 921, July 5, 1941, No. 913, May 31, 1941).
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But on December 13, 1941, Wickard further dimin-
ished the Bureai’s planning role. He abolished the Agri-
ctiltural Program Board, which had been established to
review, evaluate, and make recommendations {o the
Secretary on the BAF’s plans and programs. He replaced
this board with the Agriculfural Defense Board, to which
the BAE chief belonged, along with other ageney heads,
as an ex officio member. The Secretary’s 1941 memo-
randum also tyansferred the Division of Agricultural Sta-
tisties back to the Bureau of Agricultural Economics
from the Agricultural Marketing Service,

Tolley’s relationship to Wickard, which had never
been close, became increasingly strained. On Feb. 25,
1942, the Secretary’s office selected 0. V. Wells {o serve
as a member of a three-man price committee designated
to advise the Secretary on proposed price control actions,
Wells became, in practice, the Department’s lialson repre-
sentative at the staff level with the Gffice of Price Admin-
istration. Such an appointment would previously have
been piven fo the chief of the BAE and Wells would have
served as an alternate. Tolley, feeling he couid econtrib-
ute more to the Depariment’s war role within the Office
of Price Administration, split his time between its Food
Price Division and the Bureau from Mareh to June of
1942 {40, No. 960, Dec. 13, 1241, No. 985, Feh, 25,
1942; 2, pp. 252-291),

Early in 1943, a separate War Food Administration
was established in the Department, but its Administrator
reported directly to the President. The BAE handled
economice staff work for both the War Food Administra-
tor and the Secretary, and BAE datz and analyses proved
indispensable o wartime food and production programs,

While the Bureau’s influence on policy and programs
was declining, it was also being attacked bv the Amerj-
can Farm Bureau Federation. The Federation, conscious
of its origin in the Extension Service, feared the emer-
gence of a rival farm organization as an outgrowth of the
State and county planning organization. The Federation
proposed the establishment of a nonpariisan Washington
board representative of the Nation’s agriculture to admin-
ister some of the Department’s programs and to carry out
the BAFE’s planning activities. State committees would
administer the Bureau’s state-wide planning program, The
Washington board would appoint committee members
from nominees made by State Extension Directors after
consultation with farm organizations.

Although the Congress did not accept the organiza-
tion proposed by the Farm Bureau Federation, it did
cut the BAE appropriation for fiscal year 1242 by
$500,000. The following year, Congress prohibited the
use of funds appropriated for fiscal year 1943 for State
and county land use planning, This action had been
recommended by the American Farm Bureau Federation
to return the Bureau to ifs former status as a research
and fact-finding agency.

These actions bitterly disappointed Tolley and others
in the Bureau who had faith in the possibility of building
a viable two-way planning process from Washington to
the county and community and back to Washingion.
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Tolley attempted to save some of the planning process

by drafting a letter for Secretary Wickard to send to the
State Extension Directors. It would state that the De-
partment believed in the basic objectives of the work

and hoped that the States would be able to carry on with.
out financial support from the Department. Tolley’s
draft also suggested that conditions might change after
the war 5o that the Department could give assistance,
Wickard did not send the letter, However, Bushrod Allin,
in charge of the Agricultural Planning Field Service which
had replaced the Division of State and County Planning
on February 26, 1942, wrote to Bureay personnel in the
field. He expressed confidence that the “democratic proc-
ess would continue™ in many States, and eventually rise
to 2 new high. The work of the Service was discontinued
on July 1, 1942, in compliance with the appropriation act
for fiscal year 1948 (18; 10, pp. 85-89; 37; 42, pp. 418-
418; 20, pp. 215-217; 31;44, p. 168).

With State and county land use planning prohibited,
the Bureau focused its efforts on contributions to war-
time and postwar planning. Agencies and Departments
throughout the Government used BAE research and sta-
tistics as a background for planning and program devel-
opment concerning agriculture. An outstanding example
was a major USDA project under the leadership of Sher-
man Johnson involving agriculture’s capacity to produce.

The BAE Under Fire

During the war years, the Bureau worked to devise
a uniform, integrated system for making sampling sur.
veys needed by the Department and other Government
agencies. This system, ecalled the Master Sam ple, included
social as well as economie information, When completed,
the Sample was to provide three nationwide samples of
farms, each including approximately 100,000 farms and
representing every agricuftural county. Because the Sam-
Fle involved information on social as weil as economic
conditions, it would soon come under fire, Attacks on
research conducted for the Master Sample and on the
Bureau’s postwar plans for the cotton program in the
South would bring an end to the Bureau’s planning role
in the 1840’ and to Tolley’s career in the Department.

“A Conversion Program for the Cotton South” pro-
posed that cotton prices be allowed to drop to a level at
which American cotton eould compete with cotton in
world markets and with synthetics in the United States.
Government payments would be used £ irst to pay farmers
the differences between prices received in the market and
parity prices. Later, these payments would be made to
encourage farmers to convert to other crops and to seek
other means of liveliiood. Through this method and
other inducements, the Government would attempt to
restrict cotton production to the lands best suited for it
and eventually to reduce the number of people and the
amount of fand involved in farming in the South, Heavy
emphasis would be placed upon industrialization of the
South and upon training programs for people who would
leave agriculture,
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Tolley encouraged wide and critical discussion of the
conversion plan. Wickard discussed it in g general way
in 1944 and 1946 before the House committees on agri-
culture, and the Bureau provided fuller explanations, The
plan also came to the attention of Southemn newspaper
editors and college officials.

The plan aroused much controversy. Some-economists
praised it as did the National Farmers Union. The Ameri-
can Farm Bureau Federation condemned the plan. As
the coniroversy increased, the leadershi p in the Depart.
ment of Agriculture changed. Wickard stepped down as
Secretary to head the Rural Electrification Administra-
tion. He was succeeded by Clinton P. Anderson (20, pp.
227-234; 36, 1943, 1944; 35; 30, pp. 94-102).

Anderson, a congressman from New Mexico, had made
his reputation as chairman of the House Special Commit-
tee to Investigate Food Shortages. It was natural thas
Harry Truman, who became President after the death of
Franklin D. Roosevelt in April 1945, would, after many
years of service in the Congress, select a congressman to
become Secretary of Agriculture. With Anderson’s
appointment, Truman returned the functions of the War
Food Administration to the Department. When a part of
the Department, it had, as was noted earlier, been under
a War Food Administrator who did not report to the See-

retary. The situation seemed to call for a reorganization
of USDA and Anderson turned to Milton Eisenhower to
chair a eommittee of consultants who were to draft reoy-
ganization plans. Eisenhower, then President of Kansas
State College, had worked previously in the Department
under three Secretarier.]ardine, Hyde,and Henry A,
Wallace (15, No. 9577, June 29, 1945; 23, pp. 8-10: 40,
No. 11086, July 3, 1945; 40, Unnu mbered, to Members of
Dept. Agr., Aug, 18, 1945),

Howard R. Tolley and 0. V. Wells were among those
called by the Eisenhower Committee to discuss the proper
funetions of the Bureau. When asked whiether the plan-
ning function injured BAE prestige as a research and analy-
sis agency, Wells replied that the research function and the
prestige of the Bureau suffered when its recommendations
went contrary to those advocated by pressure groups.
Wells said he believed that an overall planning agency
could not exist successfully unless it was headed by the
Secretary of Agriculture. The Bureau, he stated, con-
sidered its fundamentat jobs to be {1) to supply facts and
figures, and (2) to contribute as a neutral administrative
agency to such planning as was done in the Department.

In his appearance before the Eisenhower Committee,
Tolley described the work of the Bureau as being in four
categories: (1} statistics; (2) economie research; (3) pro-
gram analysis; (4) planning. When Eisenhower safd that
some people felt the Bureay vrag being injured by the
planning function, Tolley mentioned the possible desir-
ability of having a Bureau member serve ac secretary on
a praposed program planning board for the Ikpariment,

In the fall of 1945, the Eisenhower Committee recom-
mended that the planning function be moved from the
Bureau to the Office of the Secratary. When drafts of
the Secretary’s memorandum deseri ked before wera cir-
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culated, Tolley thought it would, in effect, reconstitute
the Bureau as it had been in the days of Olsen, chief
from 1928 to 1935 (14).

Secretary’s Memorandum No. 1139 issued on Decem-
ber 12,1945, stated: “Responsibility for leadership in
general agricultural program planning, including direc-
tion of the interbureau committees and working groups
both in Washington and in the field is hereby transferred
to the Office of the Secretary.” The memorandum also
announced transfer to the Extension Service of BAE
responsibility for public study and discussion of broad
agricultural problems and policies,

The Bureau would he the Department’s primaty
agency for collection and dissemination of agrieultural
statistics and for economic research and dissemination
of the resuits. As a staff agency of the Secretary, the
Bureau was to coordinate the statistical work and the
economic research of the Department, The Secretary’s
memorandum spelled out the number of assistant
chiefs and divided among them the following areas of
responsibility: (1) collection of statistics on crops, live-
stoek, prices and inecome, and research on sampling and
statistical gathering and evaluating techniques; (2) re-
search on economie production; (3} research on income
distribution; and (4) program analysis and service, and

farm population and rural life. An associate chief would
coordinate and improve all statistical setvices and econom-
ic research in the Department, ]

The memoerandum also established the Situation and
Outlock Board in the Bureau to provide the technical
review and approval of all economic situation and out-
look reports prepared within the Bureau or other Depart-
ment agencies.

- What explains these restrictions on the funetions of
the Bureau and the rearrangement of its internal organi-
zation? The changes came primarily becauss of the
severe attacks on the Bureau and its leadersh ip by the
American Farm Bureau Federation and by members of
the Congress, The Bureau’s conversion plan for the
South not only aroused a storm of criticism but it proved
to be personally embarrassing to Seeretary Anderson. On
November 12, 1945, addressing a meeting of farm offi-
cials in Memphis, Tennessee, he warned of the danpgers

of high eotton prices, “The cast of production must come
down if we expect to compete with other nations in the
world market or if cotton expects to compete ut home
against the syntheties.” When criticized for the address
by Southern congressmen, Andexrson quickly disavowed
this speech and others on the subject which had been
drafted within the Bureau of Agricultural Economies,
leaving Tolley to absorb the bitter aitacks, Senator
Bankhead called the cotton conversion plan a waste of
Government money and he sugpested that Tolley wanted
to remove owners of good Delta land so that Negroes
could be placed there. Bankhead commented that the
Congress thought it had stopped this type of change when
it had prohibited funds for State and local planning,

Congressional anger also focused on a sociological

study made in Coahoma County in Mississippi, con-
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ducted in connection with the Master Sample Project.
The study, entitled “Cultural Reconnaissanee,” con-
tained references to race relations, white supremacy,
and racial segregation. The report, marked “For Admin-
istrative Use,” was to have been summarized and used
as part of a nationwide study. The Director of the Mis-
sissippi State Extension Service obtained a copy of the
study and called Secretary Anderson’s attention to it,
labeling it nothing hut Jies, Imimediately after learning
of the Coahoma County report, Anderson announced
his decision to limit the functions of the Bureau.

But the changes made by Anderson’s December 12
emorandum-did not satisfy the American Farm Bureau
Federation and the critics in the Congress. They
demanded more severe restrictions. The Federation
recommended to the House Subeommittee on Appropri-
ations for the Department on February 6, 1948, that the
Burean be “prohibited from conducting social surveys,
agricultural planming and promotion, and opinion polls
except bona fide factual marketing studies and surveys
of consumer attitudes and preferences with respect to
the consumption of agricultural commadities,” The
Farm Bureau further recommended that no funds for
this type of work be provided and that-the regional of-
fices be eliminated.

Congressmen Thomas G. Abernethy and Jamie L.
Whitten of Mississippi charged that the Coahoma Coun-
ty study was one the Bureau had no right to make,
ficcording to Whitten, the study “slandered a fine peo-
ple” and he suggested that the farmers might benefit if
Bureau functions were limited to agricultural statistics.
He threatened the Bureau with legislation to prevent it
irom making “vicious attacks” on a county and its peo-

ple. Congressman Malcolm C, Tarver, chairman of the
subcommittee on approptiations, insisted that treat-
ment of Negroes was probahly better in Coahoma Coun-
ty than in some industrial suctions of the North, He
stated that the Bureat must not be allowed to €ngapge
in any similar studies,

Critics focused their anger on Tolley as Bureau chief -
because he furnished statistics to the Office of Price Ad-
ministration for price control purposes and he did not
take a stand against imposition of a price ceiling on raw
cotion. When Tolley said he had not been sonsulted on
the proposed price ceiling, Tarver suggested that Tolley’s

- duty as the Secretary’s adviser on economics was to ad-

vise the Secretary whether it was requested or not,
Asking what Tolley’s advice would have been under the
eircumstances, Tarver said he had a right to raise the ques-
tion because he needed to know just how much good
Tolley was doing for the farmer:

I want to know whether you are working for
the farmer or not, and whether you are active and
alive in his behalf; whether you are fighting for him,
or whether you are more interested in either logk-
ing after the consumer or jn maintaining the salary
levels of the organization which you represent.

In discussing the Bureau’s role, Tolley called the Bu-
reau of Agriculiural Economics s statistical and ecanomic
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research agency. The Bureau. he stressed, was limited
to making studies and carrying on economic researeh in-
volving an analysis of the probable results of alternstive
lines of action. He explained that a distinction existed
between a conclusion reached from an economic analy-
sis and a recommendation as to what should be done.
The Bureau gave advice when requested and furnished
facts, It no longer had responsibility for leadership in
general agriculiural program planning.

But membezxs of the subeommittee on appropriations
did not recognize the distinction made by Tolley and
continued fo criticize him (38, Nos. 2082-5, Nov. 12,
1D45; 31, 1947, pp. 33-36, 184-203; 20, pp. 231-234;
40, No. 1139, Dec. 12, 1945; 23, pp. 69-70, 133).

Before final Congressional action on the appropria-
tion bill, Tolley resigned as chief of the Burean. On
May 14, 19486, Tolley told his staff that his main reason
for leaving was his belief that his services would probably
be more valuable in the Food and Agriculture Organiza-
tion (FAO) than anywhere else during the next 4 years.
He had accepted a position as chief economist and diree-
tor of the Division of Eeonomies and Marketing in FAQ,
an organization he had helped to establish. Congressman
Whitten of Mississippi later stated that the appropriations
subcommittee had been responsible for Tolley’s depar-
ture from the Bureau (29).

Secretary Anderson chose Oris V, Wells to succeed
Tolley. Wells, a career employee of the Department,
had been assaclated with Tolley in the Program Plan-
ning Division of the Agrieultural Adjustment Adminis-
tration and in the Bureau of Agricuitural Economics.
Wells did not object to the limifations placed upon the
Bureau by Secretary Anderson and the Congress.

On March 20, 1947, Wells reported to the House
Subcommittee on Appropriations for the Department
that the BAE’s Division of Program Study and Discus-
sion, the Division of Program Analysis and Development,
and the eight regional offices with the jobs of the region-
al analysts had been discontinued. In addition, the Divi-
sion of Program Surveys had bieen abolished and most of
its functions transferred to a new division of spectal sur-
veys, later renamed consumer surveys,

The number of research workers, full-time basis, Wells
stated, had been reduced by about 100. But the number
of statistical personnel, full-time basis, had been increased
by about 80, or around 13.5 pereent compared with fiscal
year 1946, indicating an emphasis on statisties and a
down-grading of research, The actusl count of fuli-time
employees in the Bureau had dropped to 1,226 as of
December 31, 1946, compared with 1,386 on Decem-
ber 31, 1945. Total employees in the Rureau or agencies
which had consolidated with it as of December 31, 1940
nhumbered 2,093, -

In reorgunizing the work, Wells said that he had had
four objectives: (1) to center attention on the Bureau’s
function as the central statistical and economic research
agency of the Department; (2) to simplify the general
administrative structure of the Bureau; (8) to strengthen
cooperative relationships with State colleges and State

departments of agriculture as well as with other bureaus
ani agencies in the Department; and {4} to review the en-
tire Bureau program to eliminate less essential activities
and center work in the field where it was most needed.

Wetls stated that he would like to put before the
comimittee his own general philosophy with respect to
the Bureau:

I have looked on the Bureau of Agricultural
Economics in the years that I have worked with
it, and Istill do, as a general service agency com-
bletely across the apriculturat field. T'feel that
the Bureau of Agricuitural Economics, and its
companion bureauns, the Bureau of the Census
and the Bureau of Labor Statistics, are the agen-
cies which should be responsible for seeing that
the administrative officials, the Congress, and
the people are reasonably wvell informed across
the entive economic field,

In explaining economic investigations, Wells said he
felt that most of the work was designed to turn out sta-
tisties. These statistics, he said, required a mote analyti-
cal approach and they had not become routine like the
crop and livestock estimates. The number of economic
studies had been reduced from 160 for fiscal year 1946
to 138 for fiscal year 1947, a further indication of a re-
orientation of BAE’s work (38, No. 1096-46, May 14,
1946; 37, 1948, pp. 360-377).

In January 1947, the Secretary's Office organized
four overall policy committees on long-range planning
to bring together plans of 17 subcommittees of the
Program and Poliey Committee. Wells took steps to
ensure that the Bureau would not again be considered
a policy agency. Since the chairmen of these four com-
mittees would be official spokesmen for the Department,
he asked that no member of the BAE chair one of the
overall committees. However, Wells agreed, at the Secre-
tary’s and Assistant Secretary’s requost, to serve as chaip-
man of the Conservation Committee. 'This job, he said,
would involve bringing together material prepared by
other agencies. Each of the 17 subcommittees contained
a BAE staff member, and these men supplied the data
and made many of the calculations used by the four
policy committees and the Secretary.

Congressman Evereft Dirksen, chairman of the appro-
priations subcommittee, praised Wells during the 1949
appropriations hearings for the “vital job” he was doing.
Congressman Whitten said *your Bureau has done an ex-
cellent job and should be commended—not only the Bu-
reaul but yourself” (37, 1949, pp. 362-363, 371-372).

On February 4, 1952, during testimony before the
subcommittee, Wells again emphasized the technical and
service aspects of the work classified as economic investi-
gations. Only about 50 percent of the funds under this
subappropriation were, he reported, used for “what we
would ordinarily think of as research, and this includes a
considerable amount of service research in connection
with our outlook and situation work. . ..” He labeled
the project on agriculture’s capacity to produce as semi-
service (77, 1953, p. 180),
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Wells also reported further curtailment in economic
investigations, Funds available for fiseal year 1953
would be reduced 15 percent from the levet in fiscal year
1952, and the number and volume of commodity and
situation reports had been cut about 20 percent,

Charles F. Brannan had succeeded Clinton P. Ander-
son as Secretary on Jupe 2, 1948. Secretary Anderson
returned to the Congress {o serve as Senator from New
Mexico. Seeretary Brannan retained Q. V. Wells as chief
of the BAE and allowed him free rein in administering it.
At Brannan’s request, Wells organized and chaired a semi-
nar on national agricultural policy. Iis objectives were o
sound ot Departmental thinking and to discuss current
facts, trends, and problems involved in determining agri-
cultural policy. Five of the twenty USDA offieials who
attended regularly were economists. Two were members
of Wells’ staff.

The plan which emerged from the meetings and from
the Secretary’s convictions became known as the Bran-
nan plan. The Secretary told staff members they need
not espouse the plan but should be able to explain it.
Some of the five economists disagreed with important
aspects of the plan, aspects which would have substituted
an income standard formula for the parity formula and
would have provided compensatory payments to pre-
ducers of perishable crops when prices did not measure
up to the standard, The new income standard would also
have been used for basic crops supported by loans. The
American Farm Bureau Federation and many members
of Congress denounced the plan. Use of income pay-
ments received the most bitter opposition in the Con-
gress. But such a scheme has been used for a humber of
crops since 1965 (38, No, 114848, Jan. 2, 1948; 1],
pp. 23-63; 32, 1950, pp. 129-130).

Demise of the Bureau

Ezra Taft Benson became Secretary of Agriculture
as of January 21, 1953. The first Secretary of Agricul-
ture in a Republican Administration since Hyde served
in Zoover’s Cabinet, Benson had ideas on Government
programs diametrically opposed to those of Brannan,
Benson’s plans for a major reorganization of the Depart-
ment, announced on October 13, 1953, called for the
abolition of the Bureau of Agrieultural Economics, divid-
ing its funetions between two new agencies—an Agricul-
tural Marketing Serviee and an Agricuitural Research
Service,

The plans were protested by a hastily organized com-
mittee of agricultural economists that included the Bu-
reaw’s first chief, Henry C. Taylor; Howard R. Tolley,
then with the Ford Foundation; and Raymond J. Penn
of the University of Wisconsin. This eommittee offered
a compromise plan after it became apparent that the
Secretary would accept “no sweeping departures” from
his plan no matter how strong the objections and that the
“top men in the BAE had already accepted it . ... " But
the committee compromise was rejected, and after che
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reorganization had taken effect, the committee’s views
and the views of other economists appeared in an article
entitled: “The Fragmentation of the BAE” {45). The
economists’ argument contained several points:

+ The need existed for a strong program of funda-
mental, longer run research—as distinguished from opera-
tions and progran research pointed at immediate improve-
ment

o It was important that the research be carried on in a
unit removed from action, service, and regulatory work to
preserve its objectivity and freedom from pressutes

» Farm management research should remain within
abricultural economics and

s A type ol organization like the BAE would give agri-
cultural econormics a high standing and it would attract
peopte of first-rate ability.

Paul Appleby, who had been Henry A. Wallace’s ad-
ministrative assistant, also criticized the reorganization:

It would seem fair to say that the Secretary of

Agriculture will he more poorly served than he has

been in the past whether he knows it or not. It

may alse be asserted with confidence that the De-

partment of Agriculture has become a place much

less attractiva to first rate economists. These things

are of concern not only to economists (4, p. 12).

“The Fragmentation of the BAE” began with a section
by 0. V. Wells defending the changes. He stated that three
underlying principles had activated the Secretary’s com-
mittee on reorganization:

» The decision o make lines of authority as clear as
possible and to limit the number of people reporting at
each level of authority within a reasonable working limit

+ “The decision to organize the various Services or
program agencies in such a way as to provide for a con-
certed or team attack on certain broad problem areas
facing farmers and businesses handling farm products
rather than particular commodities™

* “The decision to adopt a uniform nomenclature
which not only starts with the use of the overall term
‘Service’ . . . for the larger aggregation but which also
gives units and individuals performing similar funetions
the same deseriptive titles, including the elimination of
all the old bureau names” (45, pp. 2-3).

The reorganization, effective November 2, 1853, put
the assistant chief for production economics, along with
all work relating to farm management and costs, land
economtics, and agriculfural finance in the Farm and
Land Management Division of the Agricultural Besearch
Service; there, most of the work was organized in a pro-
duction economics branch.

All marketing and transportation research was trans-
ferred to the Marketing Research Division of the Agricul-
tural Marketing Service (AMS). The assistant chief for
prices and income, along with statistical and historical
research work on farm population and rural welfare, was
transferred to the AMS Agricultural Economies Division.
The assistant chief for agricultural estimates, along with
the entire crop and livestock estimates staff, went to the
AMS Agricultural Estimates Division.
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Wells stated that he felt the reorganization offered ag-
riculturat economists more opportunity for research and
program assistance within the Department than they
would get in any other form of organization advanced in
recent years. Agricultural economists and statisticians, he
said, had responsible roles within the Agricultural Re-
search Service, the Agricultural Marketing Service, and
the Farmer Cooperative Service (FCS), which had been a
part of the Farm Credit Administration. FCS remained
in the Department when the Farm Credit Administration
became an independent agency on December 5, 1953,

To his own staff, Wells advanced the theory that eco-
nomic research would fare betterin a big operating agency
where it would not have to fend for itself in the budget
process. On November 2, 1953, he became Administrator
of AMS as part of the reorganization {7; 40, No. 1320,
Supp. 4, Nov. 2, 1953; 43).

The theory seemed to be borne out that it would be
easier to obtain appropriations for research when it was
part of an action agency than when it stood alone. How-
ever, part of the ease with which Wells secured increased
appropriations for research came from his good relation-
ships with Congressional committees, The amount spent
on marketing research increased from $4,303 736 in
1952 to around $7 million in 1958. The appropriations
for econoraic and statistical analyses increased from
$866,000 to more than $3 % million in 1958,

But appropriations were not increased without ques-
tions-and criticisms concerning the expansion of research
in certain areas. For example,in 19585, Congressmzn
Whitten stated that research was so popular with the
committee, the public, and the press, that sometimes
“we let a lot of farfetched things get into the picture in
the name of research.” He seriously questioned the re-
search project on the levels of living for fow-income
groups, stating that it was not the kind of reseai<h most
people had in mind when they wrote letters asking for
more research. He doubted whether the Congress wanted
such research when it made the appropriation. Whitten
also questiotied whether money should be spent for
studies on agrieultural labor relations (37, 1956, p. 1025).

Wells” inclination fo limit research involving social and
psychological problems and his personal popularity kept
him from having serious problems with the Congress. But
the Administration changed in 1961 and Orville Freeman
came to the Department with restoration of the Bureau
of Agricultural Economices as one of his major objectives.
Welis could have remained as head of AMS. But, like
Tolley before him, Wells left the Department for the
Food and Agriculture Organization.

THE ECONOMIC RESEARCH SERVICE

On April 3, 1961, economic research within the De-
partment was eoncentrated in the Economic Research
Service (ERS) created by Secretary’s Memorandum 1446,
Supplement 1. It establishing ERS and another new
agency, the Statistical Reporting Serviee, both undera
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Director of Agricultural Economics, Secretary Freeman
said:
They wiill put renewed vigor into providing

better information to U.S. farmers, ranchers and

consumers and Lo foreign countries on agricul-

tural needs both in the United States and abroad.

This also will help the Department develop a

food budget that will give hard figures oit normal

needs of food and fiber for our own people, sup-

plemental needs for distribution to the needy,

and overseas needs in terms of our foreign eco-

nomic program (3§, No. 1019-61, Apr. 3, 1961).

Nathan M. Koffsky was chosen to head the Economic
Research Service. A career civil servant, he had worked
in the BAE from 1934 to its abolition and then he had
transierred to the Agricultural Marketing Service. There
he had been deputy administrator for economics and
statistics; prior to that, Koffsky had worked mostly in the
farm income field (38, No. 1019-61, Apr. 3, 1961).

The new Economie Research Service differed from
the Bureau of Agricultural Economics in two vital re-
spects, First, it reported to the Director of Agricultural
Economics rather than to the Secretary of Agriculture.
Second, the collection of crop and livestock estimates
became the responsibitity of the Statistical Reporting
Service. In addition, a Staff Economists Group was es-
tablished which, in the words of the first Director of
Agricultural Economics:

assists the Director in the development of

short- and long-range economie research and

statistical work required by the Secretary of

Agriculture, underiakes analytical studies of

current and proposed agricultural programs,

and represents the Directer in the economic

and statistical review of program actions.

Thus, the ERS administrator, untike such early BAE
leaders as Henry C. Taylor, Howard R. Tolley, and O, V.,
Welis, stood two steps away from the Secretary of Agri-
culture. As for erop and livestock estimates, the admin-
istrator could ask that certain things be done. The BAE
chief could have directed that they be done (12).

The Economiec Research Service included work pre-
viously assigned to the Agrieultural Marketing Service,
Agricultural Research Service, and Foreign Agricultural
Service. These activities were reorganized under a deputy
administrator for agricultural economics and a deputy
adninisirator for foreign agriculture.

Initial Work Areas

As first announced on April 4, 1961, the Deputy
Administrator for Agricultursl Economics was responsi-
ble for four divisions: economic analysis, marketing
economics research, market development research, and
production economics. The Deputy Administrator for
Foreign Agriculture was charged with the agricultural
regional analysis division and the development and trade
analysis division. Within 2 months, the divisions repott-
ing to the Deputy Administrator for Agricultural Econom-
ics had been reduced te three: economic and statistical
analysis, farm economics, and marketing economics.
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During his first year as administrator, Koffsky ap-
pointed a number of committees to consider problems
involving more than one division. The major committees
included: automatic data processing, agriculture and eco-
nomic growth, economic projections, foreign economie
development, and rural development research.

On December 4, 1962, the Resource Development
Economigs Division was established to conduct the eco-
nomic retiearch and service work related to “institutional
and group activity in the use, development, conservation,
and marmgement of rural resources. This will include
econoic development, rural renewal, river basin and
watershied programs, and resource policy.” The new Divi-
sion consisted of two branches from the Farm Economics
Divisicn, which was renamed the Farm Production Eco-
nomics Division (37, No. 15, Dec. 4, 1962),

When the Economic Research Service was establ ished,
the only new task specifically assigned to it was the
development of a “food budget.” A formal plan and
brocedure for the 1962 World Agricultural Situation”
was issued on September 18, 1961. A preliminary report
was {ssued in March 1961, while “The World Food Bud-
get, 1962-66" appeared in October. These documents
were valuable both in supporting and giving direction to
a policy decision which had already heen made—to great-
ly hnerease the overseas shipments of American agricul-
tural surpluses. The praise which the World Agricultural
Situation received led to its regular issuance,

Since ERS was established after Congressional hear-
ings had been held on 1962 appropriations, the adminis-

trator had almost a year in which to set up his formal
organization and to determine and assign lines of work,
Generally, however, the lines of work were those that
were followed earlier. Koffsky stated that the economic
research programs were “directed toward (inding answers
to current and emerging problems of agricultural produc-
tion, marketing and distribution” (31, 1963, p. 1130).

The work was divided into three projects for accaunt-
ing purposes: farm economics research, marketing eco-
nomies research, and domestic and fareign economic
analysis. Koffsky requested an increase of a million dol-
tars over his 1962 budget of $9.4 million. The areas in
which the increases were requested indicate, at least to

a degree, his views of the comparative importance of the
work.

Not surprisingly, econsidering Kof fsky’s previous work
in the farm income field, the largest increase—$595,000—
was requested for farm economics research. Of this sum,
$190,000 would expand economic studies of rural devel-
opment, $280,000 would strengthen economic research
in Tand and water conservation and development, and
$125,000 would increase research in farm size.

No change was proposed in the marketing area. The
increase requested for domestic and foreign economic
analysis was $435,000. Of this, $185 000 was in situa-
tion and outlook work and $250 000 was in the foreign
area, including foreign markets.

None of these increases were recommended by the
House Appropriations Cotnmittee while the Senate Com.
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mittee recommended an increase of $500,000. As finally
passed, the 1963 appropriation granted $90,000 more,
for studies on the “economies ¢f farm size and humbers
and on domestic agricuitural and outlook reporting”
(31,1963, pp. 1127.1195),

The greatly increased emphasis by the Federal Gov-
ernment on exports under P. L. 480 and the use of some
of the P.L. 480 funds for market development and for
ecenomic devejopment in the less developed countries
offered new opportunities for ERS to demonstrate the
value of its research. During the early and mid -19607%,
& number of long-term ERS studies of supply and
demand in foreign countries proved especially popular
with U.S, exporters.

The Agency for International Development {AID)
financed much of the research work by the two divi-
sions concerned with foreign developments. In March
1863, the Foreign Development and Trade Division
agreed with AID to undertzke a major research project:
“Factors Associated with Differences and Changes in
Agriculfural Production ir Underdeveloped Countries,”
The ERS team organized fo undertake the research pro-
duced its first major report, Changes in Agriculture in
26 Developing Nations, late in 1965. This report, a
spectacular suceess, added greatly to the respect accord-
ed ERS research in the international development field,
Thus, the admirnistrator could focus his requests to the
appropriations commitiees on other areas, since much
of the foreign research could be financed by transfer
funds.

ERS requested an increase of $772 600, about half of
it to cover increased pay costs, in the 1964 appropriation.
Koffsky proposed other fund increases and shifts as fol-
lows: $209,800 for estimates of land requirements;
$200,000 less in marketing economics; $125 000 for
outlook and situation reports; $33,000 for farm income
estimates; $93,300 for research on Common Market
irade in farm products; and $110,000 for longer range
prospects for foreign demand and trade in farm products,
These proposals, taken as a whole, foreshadowed an in-
ereased emphasis on the general area of farm economics
research, including farm production, rural development,
and naturaf resource economics; and a decreased empha-
sis on marketing research.

The House Appropriations Committee recommended
a net increase over 1963 of $320,850, most of this to
help meet pay and postal increases. The only substan-
tive increase was $110,000 for research on foreign trade
expansion and the Commaon Market. The Senate Com-
mittee recommended an additional $133,700 over the
House figure to cover the full amount of pay costs. In
the final act, a total of $3,912,000 was appropriated—a
compromise between the House and Senate versions (37,
1964, pp. 1089-1135; 32, 1964, pp. 786-808).

Administrator Koffsky asked for an increase of only
$229,200 for 1965, to cover mandatory pay increases,
and the House Committee recommended this amount,
However, the Senate Committee recommended an in-
crease of $1,329,200 over 1964, inciuding $500,000 for
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econamic research on pesticides and $600,000 for accel-
erated cost-of-production research on cotton. These ad-
ditions were included in the final appropriation of
$10,578,000. Subsequently, an appropriation to cover
increased pay costs brought the total to $10,922,000
(31,1965, pp. 205-260; 32, 1965, pp. 352-374).

Obviously, the farm economic area, which included
the work being done by the Farm Production Eeonomics
Division and the Natural Resource Ecornomics Division,
plus that to be done in the proposed Economic Develop-
ment Division, was receiving most of the inereases in
appropriations. The marketing economics area was de-
clining; price research, as related to support programs,
hiad been important, but had become less so,

New Emphasis in the 1960’

The shift in focus to farm economics reflected the
directions in which the President and the Secretary of
Agricuiture were looking in the 1960%. The goals of
the “Great Society” included improvement in the physi-
cal environment and a concern for the poor. A dispro-
portionate number of people who were sometimes called
the *hard core™ peor lived in rural areas. Thus, the Eco-
nomic Research Service was called upon by the Director
of Agrieultural Economics, the Under Secretary, and the
Secretary to provide background and backup economic
material for programs to upgrade the rural environment,
provide for rural development, and overcome poverty in
rural America. Greatly expanded programs were devel.
oped, with the help of ERS studies and data, in ali of
these areas, However, President Johnson Iater decided
to deemphasize such expensive programs unti] the United
States won the war in Vietnam.

These new pressures caused by the war and Great So-
ciely programs led to a reevaluation of the place of basic
research, priorities in research, and the field organization.
Such rethinking, of course, is ongoing in management of
a research program.

In 2 memorandum of February 19, 1964, Koffsky
stated that it was ERS policy “to support a balanced
program of fundamental and appiied research.” He set
out a plan for giving some people in ERS special research
assignments {o concentrate on fundamental, basic, or
pioneering research. But little came of this plan (37,
No. 286, Feb. 18, 1964).

On June 10, 1965, Koffsky issued a memorandum on
the field organization. One particularly irteresiing sen.
tence read: '

The time is approaching when the staff of the
Serviee must further concentrate its people and
facilities to improve the quality of its research
produet, to reduce further the fragmentation of
research effort both in Washington and in the
field, and to more effectively mobilize our peo-
ple, in concert with our cooperating agencies, for
more effective research,

While awareness of the problem was evident, solving it
was difficult. And though ERS management recognized
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the nead fo assign priorities to research, doing so proved
hard.

In 1964, Director of Agricultural Economics Willard Ww.
Cochrane resigned to return to the University of Minnesota.
In reviewing his experiences, he pointed out that the Eco-
nomic Research Service had no pressure group backing it
and would always have problems it obtaining appropria-
tions. Many Congressmen would oppose it unless its re-
search results turned out “right,” Administrators of the
Department’s large agencies would be anxious to carve up
ERS to add parts of it to their empires. The staff work
demanded of ERS—planning and appraising other people’s
programs—would often lead to difficulties. Without strong
support from the Secretary of Agriculture, ERS would
have a difficult time surviving (38, No. 1887-64, June 5,
1964).

C{Ichrane was succeeded in June 1964 by John A.
Schnittker, who had headed the staff economists group
in Cochrane’s office (38, No. 1887-64, June 5, 1964),
About a year later, Schnittker became Under Seecretary
of Agriculture (38, June 1, 1965). Nathan Koffsky sue-
ceeded him as Divector of Agricultural Economics. In
August 1965, M. L. Upchurch became administrator of
ERS. Upchurch’s long career with ERS&—aside from
service with the U.S. Army and 4 years of teaching at
Oregon State University— had been mainly in the field
and in the area of farm production economics {38,

No, 2524, Agg. 18, 1965). Waiter W. Wilcox became
Director of Agricultural Economics in January 1967 and
was succeeded by Don Paarlberg in January 1969,

On August 13, 1965, the Economic Development Di-
vision was created. Administrator Upchurch stated the
new division had resulted from a conference held at Front
Royal, Virginia, and froma report of a program evaluation
committee. The major part of the new division came
from the Resource Development Economics Division,
renamed the Natural Resources Economics Division. The
Development and Trade Analysis Division was renamed
the Foreign Development and Trade Division to differ-
entiate it from the Economic Development Division (37,
No. 40, Aug. 13, 1965).

During Upchurch’s service as administrator {he re-
tired January 8, 1972}, the trend towards emphasizing
the work of the divisions grouped under the “farm eco-
nomics” heading continued. As noted, this trend had
started under Koffsky,

The tone for ERS appropriations had heen set between
1962 and 1965; there would be litile or no money for
new research projects. From 1966 to 1972, the substan-
tial ircreases almost entirely represented additional funds
for pay raises voted by the Congress and signed by the
President. Congressman Whitten said in 1967, guoting
an earlier statement of his own: ““You insist on having a
Bureau of Agricultural Economics. It is my judgment it
costs you about a million or 2 million and a half dotiars
a year to carry that title, because it is hard to sell.” I
still stick to that viewpoint” (31, 1968, p. 752). As evi-
dence, only rarely did an apprapriation increasing funds
for a particular line of economic research get through
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the Congress.  Additionally, fewer people were em-
ployed by ERS in 1972 than in 1962,

As new projects developed within ERS, persons were
shifted to them from previous lines of work, Practieally
speaking, such changes presented difficulties. The admin.
istrator, however, had some flexibility in appointments
becausz funds could be transferred from other Depart-
ment agencies. These fund transfers increpsed substan-
tially in the last haif of the 1960, particularly in the
foreign, natural resources, and economic development
areas. Such funds provided 56 man-years of employment
in 1965, 123 in 1968, and 80 in 1972, However, transfer
funds could be, and at times were, cut off or decreased
any year by the transferring agencies.

A problem that Koffsky had faced during his time as
adminjstrator—the relationships between basic research
and problem-solving research—continued during Up-
church’s administration of ERS. In testifying on the
1967 budget, Upchurch called ERS the economic intelli-
gence arm of the Department—apparently the first use of
this term in appropriations hearings. He said further:

American farming and many aspects of Lhe
economic and social conditions of rural life are
changing rapidly. Change requires adjustments
so farmers, other rural people, their leaders, and
palicy-makers in executive and legisiative branches
of Government need the best and most complete
information we can provide to make these adjust-
ments most rationally,

The administrator listed aight areas that he considered
most important for ERS research: fundamental strue-
tural changes in farming, changes in commercial farming,
farm finances, income position of the family farmer, de-
cline in use of farm fabor, employment of land and water
resources, rural welfare, and export markets (37, 1967,
pp. 6-8, 33-51). In general, Upchurch continued to em-
phasize the problem-oriented approach. in testifying on
the 1369 apprepriations, for example, he said: “Our
studies are designed to help farmers and other rural pei.
ple with economic problems” 31, 1969, p. 273).

But during the 1970 appropriation hearings, Upchurch
expanded the ERS horizon;:

Cur basic and continuing task is to provide the
economic intelligence , | . that is necessary for
understanding of the significance and meaning of
changes taking place on farms, in related proces-
sing and marketing industries, and in rura) com-
munities, and to provide evaluations of the conse-
quences of alternative courses of action in solving
agricultural problems. In addition to this basic core
of economic research we are being called upon in-
creasingly by the public, the Congress and olher
agencies of the Federal Gavernment for economic
information related to very specific questions or
to the solution of speeific problems (37,1970,
pp. 604-605).

Here, he attempted in a limited way to distinguish
basic economic research and information related to the
solution of specific problems.

Cver the years, however, the Congressional subcommit-
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tees on agricultural appropriations have seldom referred to
the relationship of basic and problem-solving research,
Indeed, they have assumed that all research was directed
towards probtem solving. The accumutation of “basic”
data was regarded as useful if the material might be
needed in connection with some specific problem.

When Upchurch left ERS at the beginning of 1972, the
agency seerhed to have three functions:

* Supply basic economic data

s Evaluate policy as required

¢ Provide prompt answers to pressing economic ques-
fions

ERS also had support from the Secretary of Agriculture
and from other agencies inside and outside the Depart-
ment. It was receiving substantial sums in transfer funds
for particular jobs of economic analysis, As for the regu-
lar ERS budget, the Congress continued to be critical.
The administrator sometimes seemed to be on a tread-
mill where great effort was required merely to remain in
place.

Changes in the 1970’

The appointment of Quentin M, West as successor to
M. L. Upchureh on January 9, 1972, Ied to the consolida-
tion on February 6 of the Foreign Economic Develop-
ment Service (FEDS) into the Eeonomic Research Service
as the Foreigh Deveiopment Division (40, No. 1763, Supt.
1, Feb. 18, 1972}, West, who in 1956 had joined the For.
eign Research and Analysis Division, then part of the
Foreign Agriculturat Service, had become administrator
of FEDS upon its establishment December 1, 1969 (43,
No. 1668, Supl. 1, Nov. 26, 1969).

In his first appearar.ce before the douse Agriculture
Subcommittee of the House of Representatives, West re-
quested an additional appropriation of $1 million for
fiscal year 1973. This sum included $400,000 for rural
development; $400,000 for research to expand agricul-
tural exports; and $200.,000 for the economic analysis of
programs relating to agriculture then being considered by
the Environmental Protection Agency (31,1973, Pt. 3,

p. 698). Several Congressmen complimented West on
his presentation. The agency received increases of
$200,000 for research on foreign economic cond itions,
and $275,000 for the economics of predator control.

The next year, West proposed a reduction of $275,000
for cost/benefit analysis of predator controls, an increase
of $100,000 to improve estimates of marketing margins,
and an increase of $115,000 to improve estimates of
farm income and related statistical series, for a net de-
crease of $60,000. Eventuatly, the Congress granted the
increases requested, and it also a ppropriated $275,000
for predator control, Not less than $200,000 of the total
appropriation was to be available for work on matters be-
fore the Environmental Protection Agency,

While presenting his proposed 1974 appropriation,
Administrator West reported on a major ERS reorgani-
zation. Congressman Whitten questioned its necessity:
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“You have the same crowd doing the same work, and you
rearrange it and explain it on the chart telling us how much
better it is, which indicates how bad it was. What was
wrong with it before?” West replied: “I found it difficult
to effectively manage with the existing organizational ar-
rangement.” He explained how he believed the new orga-
nization would be more flexible and efficient in adjusting
workloads and shifting emphasis as priorities changed (31,
1974, Pt. 2, p. 71).

The reorganization became official on July 8, 1973,
1t had been in effect, for all practical purposes, several
months before final approval, and the changes had been
studied since early in 1972, West first had asked the
division directors and other selected people {o make
proposals for reorganization. Second, he appointed an
advisory committee, made up of representatives of ERS,
other Department agencies, agribusiness organizations,
agricultural universities, and other groups, to review the
research programs of the divisions in the food and fiber
sector. This committee and the ERS committees
reported to the administrator in November 1972, The
reports were considered in a broadly representative ERS
conference on November 28-30 of that year. Attention
focused on two major topics: the agency’s mission and
its organization.

On January 16, 1973, West proposed major changes
in the Economic Research Service. He outlined the
changes in detail in 2 memorandum to all ERS employ-
ees dated January 26, 1973. Work was divided into two
major groups: food and fiber economices, and resource
and development economics. The divisions of farm
production economics, marketing economies, and eco-
nomic and statistical analysis were abolished. Their
branches were also generally broken up and reestablished
as “‘groups,” later “program areas,” in two new divisions:
commodity economics and national economic analysis.
These, together with the Foreign Demand and Competi-
tion Pivision, made up the food and fiber economies
group. The resource and development economics group
included the community and human resources, natural
resource economics, and foreign development divisions.

Administrator West stated that one objective of the
reorganization was to do away with the field-Washington,
D.C. distinction. The poini was emphasized by the ap-
pointment of a few program area leaders to work out-
side ‘Washington. While “divisions” were kept as organi-
zational units, although with major changes in their com-
position, the former branches were replaced by “pro-
gram areas.”

During 1973, a number of other changes took place.
The Economic Devetopment Division was transierred to
the Rural Development Service and back again (40, No.
1800, Feh. 12,1973 and No. 1832, Dec. 4, 1973). There
were serious proposals to transfer one or both ef the divi-
sions concerned with foreign agriculture to another
agency, but the decision was made in the Office of the
Secretary to keep them in the Economic Research Serv-
jce. On April 28, 1973, market research functions were
transferred to ERS from the Statistical Reporting Serv-
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ice to conform with guidelines from the Office of Man-
agement and Budget calling for a clear separation of
research and data collection functions (31,1975, p. 112).
With the establishment of the Office of Communication
in the Department on January 22, 1973, each agency

was directed to set up its own information office (40,
No. 1798, Jan. 22, 1973). The new Division of Informa-
tion within ERS began functioning as such on July 8,
1973.

The reorganization coincided, in general, with an
emphasis on *‘management by objective” throughout
the Executive Branch of the Federal Government. In
this concept, objectives would be set at the highest ad-
ministrative levels, and persons and funds would be
allocated in a manner {o best meet these objectives.
Management by objective was empiasized in the ERS
reorganization. The major decisions would be made by
the administrator and a planning staif, decisions at the
next level would be made by the division director and a
planning staff. The program areas would be adjusted as
necessary; some people would be assigned to task forces
or to a matrix group to complete particular assignments.

As one result, the administrator’s and division direc-
tors’ staffs weve increased substantially. West believed
this move was necessary for him to maintain control of
programs and to attain ERS objectives by reallocating
funds and personnel at frequent intervals.

By the end of 1974, the recrganization had given the
administrator a control over economie research greater
than that of any previous administrator. More research
capacity was being directed toward solving economic
problems facing the Nation in the agricultural sector,
although some problems arose. The new structure, for
example, did not fit neatly into the general civil service
concepts of organization and troubles were experienced
in establishing positions at desired levels. More impot-
tant, as compared with earlier division organization, the
separation of the commodity-oriented and aggregative
program areas responsible for situation and outlook work
into different divisions led to some “stickiness” in the ex-
change of information.

By 1974, West appeared to be overcoming some of
the previous problems ERS had faced in securing appro-
priations. The Subcommittee of the Committee on Ap-
propriations of the House of Representatives recommend-
ed substantial increases in the 1975 appropriations. The
bill, when finatly approved, provided increases of $75,000
for transportation research, $670,000 for cost of produc-
tion studies, $385,000 for improving forecasting, and
$275,000 for studying the impact of predators on West-
ern livestock.

The Congress, in the Agriculture and Consumer Pro-
tection Act of 1973, assigned some definite responsibili-
ties to the Department’s economists. In the future, more
so than in the past, levels of target prices and commodity
loans would depend on economic estimates. In addition,
the act required annual studies of the cost of production
for wheat, feed grains, cotton, and other commeodities.

The new otganization received a severe test in 1972
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1974, as farm prices and income and food costs rose

sharply and production dropped. In the spring of 1973,
the administrator appointed an ERS task force to review
ERS foreeasting procedures and recommend needed im-

provements. After preliminary discussions, responsibility

for the study was assigned to Jim L. Matthews and Rich-
ard C. Haidacher. As part of their preliminary conelu-
sions, they stated:

While many deficiencies in the forecasting
activity that existed prior to duly 1, 1978 were
helped significantly by the ERS reorganization,
some still remain and some new ones have been
created, The basie problem which stjll remains
is ah inadequate framework for global analyses
- -+ . In addition, the problem of coordination
among program elements in the forecasting
activity is greatly magnified (unpublished man-
uscript, Agricultural History files, ERS).

Before completion of the task force assignment,
Karl A. Fox of ITowa State University appraised food
price forecasiing during 1973, on behalf of the Council
of Economic Advisors. He saw the ERS reorganization
as resulting in “major improvements, given time and re-
sources” (unpublished manuscript, Agricultural History
files, ERS).

Secretaries of Agriculture
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Another task force, mainly ERS staff members, was
established in 1974 o study methods of making situa-
tion reports more effective, Some of its recommenda-
tions became effective in 1975, Later in 1974, the
administrator appointed a task force on farm income
estinates, consisting mostly of economists from outside
USDA and chaired by R. J. Hildreth of the Farm Foun-
dation.

Such task forces, whether made up of members
from inside or outside the organization, fit in with
the tradition of the administration of economic eesearch.
They have served as a means of communication and as
sources of recommendations for making ERS more ef-
fective.

There is no reason to believe that the administrative
organization of economic research in the Department of
Agriculture will remain static nor that shifts in eraphases
in research areas will not cccur. Particularly changss
seem likely since there seems to be no clear method of
organizing economic research which is obviously superi-
or to any other, just as no final answer exists to the eco-
nomic prablems of the American farmer, Administrative
organization of economic research and areas of emphasis
In that research will continue to alter to keep pace with
a changing American agriculture.

Heads of Fconomie Research Agencies

{Bureau of Agricultural Economics, 1922.53;
Economic Research Bervice, (1961- )

Henry Cantwel) Wallace, 192]1-24
Howard Mason Gore, 1924-25
William Marion Jardine, 1925.29

Henry C. Taylor, 1925-25

Thomas P. Cooper, 1925.26

Lioyd S. Tenny, 1926-28

Arthur Mastick Hyde, 1929-33
Henry Agard Wailace, 193340

Nils A. Olsen, 1928-35
Albert G. Black, 1935-38

War Food Administrators

Howard R. Tolley, 193846

Claude Raymond Wickard, 1940.45
Clinton Presba Anderson, 194548
Charles Franklin Brannan, 1948-53
Ezra Taft Benson, 1953-61

Orvitle Lothrop Freeman, 1961-69

Melvin L. Upchurch, 1965-72

Clifford Morris Hardin, 1969.71
Earl Laver Butz, 1971.

Source: (5; personnel records, U8, Dept, Agr).

Nathan M. Koffsky, 1961-65

Chester C. Davis, 1943
Marvin Jones, 194345

Oris V. Wells, 1946.53

Directors of Economic Research

Willard W. Cochrane, 1961-64
John A. Schnittker, 1964.65
Nathan M. Koffsky, 1965-66
Walter W. Wilcox, 1967-68
Don Paariberg, 1969.

Quentin M. West, 1972-
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