VII: THE DISCOVERY OF THE AGRICUL​TURAL DEMONSTRATION TECHNIQUE

THE WIDESPREAD PUBLICITY which had centered on the Gulf Coast rice region, thanks to the boom in land prices, to the unexpected discovery of a great underground reservoir of water, and then to the successful importation of more productive varieties of seed from Japan, drew attention in the South to the new activities of agents act​ing for the United States Department of Agriculture. To a group of farmers in Kaufman county, northeast Texas, who had had ill fortune with a potato growing venture, it seemed a good idea to get one of the experts who had done such wonders for the rice planters to come up and help with their potato problems. So the secretary of their truck growers association appealed to the president of the Texas Midland Railroad, who had been encouraging enterprises like theirs, to write to the United States Department of Agriculture requesting the dispatch of an expert to advise them.'

The president and general manager of the road at that date was "Colonel" E. H. R. Green, son of the famous Hetty, who had sent him down to Terrell in 1882 to develop and manage the railroad. The Colonel, indubitably a colorful character, had gained his honorary title from the delight and excitement he had caused by arriving un​known and unheralded in the frontier town and presenting a check for $250,000 at the little wooden bank. After his identity had been estab​lished by wire from New York City, he was made an officer of the bank on the spot and a Texas "Colonel" to boot.' In later years, one practice from the Colonel's almost unequaled repertoire of flamboy​ance created sensation everywhere when he would pay for purchases with a vividly personal currency by unrolling large, uncut sheets of five- and ten-dollar bills, which, as president of the little bank, he would sign, snip off with scissors, and pay over.3

The Colonel, who was a good businessman, responded to the truck ​growers appeal and enclosed their letter with a request of his own for an expert to the Secretary of Agriculture.' These came to Dr. Gallo​way's desk as a matter for his Bureau to handle, and he mailed both communications to Dr. Knapp to answer, enclosing a note expressing his doubts about the practicability of giving such aid.' Thus one of Dr. Knapp's first actions following his recent appointment as Special Agent to Promote Agriculture in the South was to write a letter declin​ing to conduct meetings in Terrell, Texas, on limited or local farm problems and advising President Green to get in touch with the State specialists.' To his chief, Knapp explained that he considered small​scale problems contrary to the purpose of his appointment, and that he felt the Federal Department should attempt only such tasks as those benefiting many people over a large stretch of territory, or those that the states could not or would not undertake.'

This was not the last Dr. Knapp heard of Colonel Green and Terrell. News of the diversification demonstration farms, avowedly designed to increase the production and profits of agriculture, getting under way at the nearby communities of Calvert and Shreveport, were projects of a kind exactly to the taste of officials charged with the duty of pro​moting the traffic of their railroads. Green, who met Knapp in New York during the winter of 1902-3 and there learned more fully of the work to Promote Agriculture in the South,' renewed his invitation to Terrell. Shortly after New Year's Day Dr. Knapp made his first visit there and canvassed the possibility of setting up a tea and drug plant experimental farm,9 for which Dr. Galloway and Dr. Rodney H. True had expressed a desire when Knapp's mission was being discussed dur​ing the previous summer. Knapp, shortly after, reported adversely to Dr. Galloway on the results of this visit and nothing more is heard of a tea and drug farm.10 That, at least, was one egg not rolled into the nest along with the others Knapp was supposed to hatch.

One month later, however, an entirely new enterprise-two, in fact -had been discussed, adopted, and launched. The first, in point of time, was established near Greenville, in Hunt county, which adjoins Kaufman county, and the second was the now-famous Community Demonstration Farm at Terrell, Texas, conducted on the land of Walter C. Porter. It was on the latter farm that the elements essential to a successful demonstration of the kind which induces farmers to adopt more progressive farming practices were first combined.

Close attention to the differences in the plans for operating these two farms reveals the manner in which the precise combination vital to winning the cooperation of dirt farmers disclosed itself to the watchful eye of Dr. Knapp. The Greenville plan did not embody the right combination and failed to influence anyone-as did all the other so​called "demonstration" farms whether sponsored by the Bureau of Plant Industry or by the Division of Entomology in a series of similar farms undertaken later. The Terrell plan did embody the right combi​nation and become the model followed faithfully thereafter with modi​fication in detail only. It was steadily extended until today it is the basis of the national system of county farm and home demonstration agents and has been adopted by many other countries throughout the world.

The initiative in launching these two farms was taken by certain citizens of Terrell and their neighboring town of Greenville. They had desired help on a local problem, which was properly refused by Knapp as a Special Agent to Promote Agriculture throughout the entire South.

That request had brought them, nevertheless, in time, and thanks to the character of their Colonel Green, into touch with Dr. Knapp who was directing government farms not far away at Shreveport and Calvert. Terrell and Greenville, as wide-awake towns, decided they wanted a demonstration farm too-and all the more so since there was to be no tea and drug farm at Terrell. The invitation to Terrell was again extended to Dr. Knapp.

The Doctor made it plain that, pressed as he was with his super​vision of a rice farm, his seed and plant testing and raising, the pine​woods and the semiarid farms along with the Shreveport and Calvert diversifications, all in addition to his own numerous private affairs (that he was in no position to neglect while on a $1,000 salary from the Department), he had very limited time and no unallotted govern​ment money to devote to additional demonstration farms. He laid down strict conditions covering these points preliminary to a second visit in February, 1903. These conditions were accepted prior to the written agreements drawn up on February 24 in Greenville and on the following day in Terrell. The agreements were set down on paper bear​ing the letterhead of the Texas Midland Railroad, and supply invalu​able details not to be found in any other account of the Community Demonstration Farm at Terrell, Texas, as conducted by Knapp.11

Because Dr. Knapp could not fit into his crowded schedule full supervision of two additional farms, the first condition was that a committee, acting on behalf of the community, would accept the re​sponsibility and work of seeing that the plans laid down by the De​partment's expert, Dr. Knapp, were faithfully followed out on the farm selected. This was known as the executive committee, and in both Terrell and Greenville was elected to office for the duration of the demonstration.

A parallel financial condition was imposed because every penny the Department had allocated to the Promotion of Agriculture in the South had already been budgeted to the five farms under Knapp's direct management. Each community agreed to shoulder all expenses connected with its own demonstration farm. At this point there was a vital difference in the methods followed in Greenville and those in Terrell.

At Greenville the gist of the written agreement is found in the following sentence:

Fifty acres of land to be rented from Mr. Y. O. McAdams at $3 per acre, or $150, to be collected from the merchants by subscription and paid directly to Mr. McAdams. Mr. Eddy McAdams, son of Mr. Y. 0. McAdams, will operate the farm under Dr. Knapp's direction, and will furnish the necessary labor, tools and stock, the cost of which is included in the rental charge, except such seed and material as the Department of Agriculture or merchants may furnish .12 

The next day in Terrell…. 

Dr. Knapp, Special Agent . . . submitted a proposal to establish a demon​stration farm under the auspices of the Department of Agriculture, pro​vided the community would select a suitable place and raise by subscription a suitable amount to cover any losses that might be sustained by the owner and operator of the farm by reason of following the directions of the De​partment in the matter of planting and cultivation.

Dr. Knapp's proposal was accepted, and with his subsequent inspec​tion and approval a committee selected the farm of Walter Porter. Another committee reported $450 pledged to cover any losses sus​tained. An executive committee of seven members was elected. The following day, the executive committee, meeting with Dr. Knapp, adopted a number of motions, one of which urged continuation of the finance committee's efforts to enlarge the "subscription guarantee," while another specified that the crops to be tested should be principally corn and cotton, and that fertilizers should be extensively tested. The most important, however, stated that "in the matter of profit and loss-Mr. Porter to reap the full benefit of all the profits and to be reimbursed in full out of the general subscription fund for actual losses sustained . . . subject to the approval of the Executive Committee." The committee then voted cordial thanks to Dr. Knapp for his visit and valuable aid to their community and adjourned until Saturday, March 7.  13

Several features in these agreements were new to demonstration work as it had been conducted, but the one of paramount importance, present only in the Terrell plan, was the pledge of indemnification against loss to the experimenting farmer. Here for the first time respon​sibility for success or failure, for profit or loss was concentrated on the only man who mattered, the farmer who had agreed to find out for himself whether new methods would make a noticeable improvement in his crops. In the Greenville agreement a group of merchants in the town rented fifty acres of land and hired a laborer to try out the methods about which they were curious. Presumably, if all went well they would recoup their rental money and if they came out better than that they were free to tell the neighborhood all about their adventure in agriculture. But a very different psychology was created when a farmer on his own land followed out the instructions of an agricultural scientist and at harvest time himself pocketed a substantial reward for his own extra toil and his gumption in volunteering. In the latter case the subscribing merchants merely pledged themselves to safeguard him against the risk of any possible loss incurred on behalf of the whole community and to rescue him if the instructions given proved delusive.

The committee at Terrell had no authority over the farmer nor over the land he tilled. They had not hired the one nor rented the other. They had advanced no cash and had no claim for recompense in money or in crops. Ultimately they could decide, subject to corroboration by Dr. Knapp, whether the farmer had made an acceptable effort to ful​fill his instructions before meting out their money to cover any losses he had sustained. But the very nature of this situation would drive the average farmer to unusual exertions to justify his selection as a reliable worker and as a farmer capable of determining for his com​munity the merits of new agricultural methods. Prestige as much as profit was involved, and, equally significant, both were almost wholly confined to the neighborhood involved. The futile practice of govern​ment money spent on a government farm under the direct management of a government agent no longer distorted the lessons to be demon​strated, because the community itself had guaranteed one of its best farmers against the risks he might run in learning whether the tactful Dr. Knapp's claims were valid. When proof was made in the harvest fields it was convincing indeed-to Porter's fellow farmers because not a penny of government money had changed hands, only some in​structions that anyone could follow if he chose to take the trouble, and to the townsmen of Terrell because their guarantee fund not only stood untouched but their demonstrator announced that he was a$700 gainer on his seventy-acre experiment and that next year he meant to work his entire farm (800 acres) on the principles just tested.14

The right psychological key which unlocked the door to the farmer's cooperation had been found. As Dr. Knapp later said, "What a man hears he may doubt, what he sees he may possibly doubt, but what he does himself he cannot doubt." Prior to the Terrell demonstration the Department of Agriculture had been saying, "Come and look at the way we can do things on our model farms. Why don't you try the same thing?" Such farms made virtually no impression on the farmer. It made little difference to him whether the government owned the farm outright (as at experiment stations), had received its free use as a loan from some owner, or rented it for cash or on shares season by season. The government simply wasn't on the same footing he was and it couldn't go broke whatever it did. His inevitable rejoinder under such circumstances was, "If I had somebody back of me too, I could afford to try your scheme." The backing was exactly what had been supplied at Terrell, but by his own neighbors, not by a distant govern​ment.

The complete elimination of government money and direct control removed the last excuse for the ingrained skepticism and suspicion of the farmer. The entire experiment was in the hands of his neighbors and himself. The sole influence exerted by the Department of Agri​culture was through the directions offered by its agent, Dr. Knapp, and the claim that these directions would produce a larger cash return for anyone who diligently applied them. A man could scarcely scoff his way out of so simple and direct a challenge. Unconvinced, begrudging, even hostile attitudes no longer shielded farmers from an exposure to ridicule for ignorance or bull-headedness once someone in his vicinity agreed to make a test of the new methods under conditions which, on the one hand, protected him against loss, and on the other, enabled the neighbors to follow every move he made as a combination jury and cheering section. In the new type of Community Demonstration farm procedure Knapp had discovered that by sending the government to the sidelines he was able to tap not only the enthusiastic cooperation of the townspeople, but also a very wholesome amount of primary social compulsion from each rural community. None of these powerful social forces-or simple individual appetites in regard to neighborhood praise or ridicule-had been enlisted in any other attempt to demon​strate better farming methods. The truly important feature of the plan applied to the Porter Farm at Terrell was the effectiveness with which it focused a social spotlight on its participants.

The guarantee fund was important only as a mechanism in that psychological process. The truth of this can be judged from the fact that other bureaus of the Department regularly employed a contract which guaranteed a farmer an average crop if he would operate his farm according to close instruction." But because the initiative, the management and the risks involved were all the government's responsi​bility such demonstrations, despite the use of a more comprehensive indemnity guaranty than the one provided at Terrell, were uniformly ignored by the farming population for whose benefit they were operated. Moreover, to his own surprise Knapp learned that even the less-sweeping protection afforded by community subscription pledges to reimburse a demonstrator for losses up to a set sum could be elimi​nated from the demonstration technique without seriously lessening its effectiveness. He was obliged to drop the community guarantee fund a few months after the completion of the Porter farm undertak​ing, because of the boll weevil emergency. The elimination did not make his task easier, but it was learned then that the crucial point was to minimize the government's share and to enhance by every device possible the part played by the individual farmer and to lay on him, in full view of his neighbors and fellow citizens, inescapable responsi​bility for the shortcomings or success of his commitment.

The indemnity fund provided by the community in the Terrell farm plan was important not because it was a financial inducement to take a risk but because it was a social device which psychologically ejected a remote authority whose praise or blame was a matter of indifference, and replaced it with the vital and all-important attention and opinion of one's lifelong friends and enemies. When it was perceived that this was the essential accomplishment of the Terrell technique the aban​donment of the community fund was compensated by other devices which elicited, to apparently an equal degree, the energy inherent in a self-help situation and present also in a status-raising or status-​lowering effort conducted in full view of the local community.

The Terrell demonstration aroused widespread interest from the very start. One month later to the day from the time that the Porter and Greenville agreements had been signed, Dr. Knapp wrote an interesting summary of the situation to Secretary James Wilson.

The Demonstrations Farms . . . are proving such a success, that the principal effort must be directed to holding them in check rather than promoting them. . . . The people have entered upon it with great intelli​gence and an immense amount of enthusiasm. I charged them particularly to keep it quiet and declined all interviews, but it got out and as a result they have organized at Paris, at Ennis, at Sulphur Springs and at a num​ber of other points. Have pledged the money and asked for directions. I am worked to the limit of my ability just now and it was so late I was compelled to sit down on their enterprises. It would, require, however, only a word of encouragement and all of Texas and Louisiana would be on fire for these demonstration farms. I do not know where or how in the whole range of agriculture so much good could be done for the amount of money invested. Each demonstration farm stirs the whole county and a large number of farmers start at once to do their best. This invites in​vestigation. I want your careful consideration to the field thus opened for accomplishing great results in the South." 16

By the time the crop season of 1903 was over-for a number of reasons it had proved to be the most disastrous for cotton in twenty ​five years 17-the clamor for Terrell demonstrations reached a new high. Dr. Knapp on his concluding visit to the Porter farm found everything at Terrell "in great commotion. Everyone was fairly howl​ing demonstration . . . you would think demonstrations would cure all ills, even the toothache." 18 The next day in a more serious vein he wrote that, "Until I went to Terrell this time I had no conception of the far-reaching results of the demonstration farm at Terrell." ls These results were the insistent and well-nigh universal demand in that section of Texas for the organization of demonstration farms like that at Terrell. Dr. Knapp relates how a Major Grinnan, a member of the subscription committee for the Porter farm, announced plans to conduct his 5,000-acre farm on the lines followed in the Porter demon​stration, saying that the latter had been worth thousands of dollars to him .211

The ebullient Colonel Green, greatly interested and pleased with Porter's showing, became forthwith a demonstrator himself. He pur​chased, in November, 1903, 410 acres of land on the outskirts of Terrell and announced the intention of setting up the most complete demonstration farm in the United States. He hired as superintendent a graduate of the Texas Agricultural College and under him employed a large force of men to put the place in shape. He ordered four immense greenhouses and engaged a skilled florist. A laboratory was built and a technician installed. He laid out a highway all around the place, bought mules right and left, acquired an eight-seated rig and, behind a fine span of mules, devoted much of his time to driving visitors over the farm .21 Within a short time, he wearied of the problems involved and abruptly bequeathed the entire property to the United States De​partment of Agriculture, which conducted it as the Green Model Farm under the supervision of Dr. Knapp so long as he was able to attend to it.22

The enthusiasm was equally great throughout Hunt County where Mr. Collins of Greenville, chairman of the executive committee for that demonstration, organized more than sixty farmers for individual demonstration work. He wished to place them all under the direction of Dr. Knapp, who would agree only to talk to them and supply later the proper written instructions, specifying that in all other respects Mr. Collins would have to take full charge."

When Knapp wrote that, "The tidal wave for demonstration farms is just beginning," 24 he used a figure of speech that in retrospect was not too farfetched to characterize the amazing expansion of his work which has continued ever since that date, until today it is to be found in virtually every county in the entire nation. Dr. Galloway endorsed Knapp's simile when he declared a little later, "We are being swamped with requests for the establishment of . . . demonstration farms. They are coming in from all parts of Texas through Congressmen, railroad men, and other people." He went on to explain that he was obliged to reply to such requests that the Department had no funds "for this special purpose at the present time," and that, "the farms which we have established are conducted largely at private ex​pense." 25

The educational and social devices employed in connection with the Terrel farm demonstration were discovered, as in the manipulative fumbling that attends all invention, virtually by accident. Dr. Knapp, lacking time or money to set going another demonstration on the pattern of the North Galveston farm, helped the citizens of Terrell organize a make-shift substitute that obliged them to provide their own leadership and to assume the financial risks involved in teaching themselves better methods of farming. The result-in terms of peda​gogical effectiveness even more than in terms of agricultural efficiency -startled everyone connected with the venture, Dr. Knapp not least of all. After a lifetime of farming and teaching, he had stumbled onto the right way to alter and improve the outmoded practices of farmers everywhere. This was especially true of the South, where thus far he and Galloway and Spillman had put all their money and nearly all their time on the five farms at North Galveston, San Antonio, Calvert, Shreveport and De Quincy.

Paradoxically, the joint investment in the five intended model farms proved disappointing, whereas the Terrell undertaking that required a monetary outlay from no one provided the answer to the search for a means to improve agriculture in the South. For one thing, the dis​covery on the Porter farm at Terrell ended the small usefulness of the five farms and they were soon discontinued or used for other purposes than demonstration. For another thing, the Terrell experiment stimulated a widespread, though local, demand for its extension to scores of other farms and communities in that section of Texas. Dr. Galloway found himself refusing such requests regretfully, for he had no funds upon which he could lawfully draw to meet them.

Success had created a dilemma. The object of the collaboration of Galloway, Spillman, and Knapp had unexpectedly been realized: the discovery of an educational mechanism that would improve bad farm​ing practices. But no monies appropriated to the Department by the Congress would pass the scrutiny of the Comptroller, to be expended for such an unforeseen type of demonstration-a type in which no land was leased, labor, tools, or horses hired, seed or fertilizer purchased, and the only cost was the salary expenses of an agent to organize, advise, and guide small groups or individual farmers along lines of more intensive practices in agriculture.

To make this new means of demonstration available locally to farmers in most of the 2,900 agricultural counties of America might have taken Congress, under normal circumstances, decades. But calamity, in the form of the Mexican boll weevil, opened the way for a diffusion of the Terrell farm technique that for speed and reach would be equaled only in times of war. The project on the Porter farm at Terrell was completed in a crisis of such magnitude that, in Texas, seemed to threaten the extinction of all cotton culture. In defense against impending catastrophe, the new-born cooperative demonstra​tion system was mobilized for battle and within a year was in operation in most of the counties of Texas. Within ten years the system and its agents were installed in all the states and territories of the Union.

The emergency and opportunity created by the invasion of the weevil altered all the work of Knapp and his colleagues. The Program to Promote Agriculture in the South, confined largely to the five farms at North Galveston and elsewhere was halted, and the farms were relinquished when Knapp was placed in command of a force of men recruited to stem damage from the pest with the new-found demonstra​tion method.

The original, or old-style, model-farm type of demonstration did not end, however, with the discontinuance of the five farms and the program to promote agriculture that had brought them into existence. Spillman went ahead with another group of old-type farms that were conducted wholly under the auspices of his Office of Farm Manage​ment. On these government-managed farms, Spillman's men carried out the share of the campaign against the boll weevil assigned to him: to teach diversification of crops in order to lessen the risks involved in one-crop cotton growing. It was on these Diversification-Demon​stration farms, as they were known, that Spillman learned, during the years 1904 to 1909, what Knapp had learned a little earlier: the vast difference in effectiveness between the two seemingly similar methods of conducting demonstrations directed at changing farming habits. It was an experience for Spillman that had national importance, for it was he who was given the opportunity, after 1911, to transplant the technique discovered at Terrell into the Northern and Western states.

These two facts-Spillman's management of a series of Diversifica​tion-Demonstration farms in the South (contemporaneously with Knapp's cooperative demonstration work) and his sponsorship of true demonstration work in the North from 1911 onwards-have given rise to endless confusion and controversy. A few believed him to be the true originator of the demonstration technique. Others feel that these facts constitute evidence of an epic conflict between Knapp and Spillman to control the development of what has become the Extension Service and, choosing sides, they became partisans of what they conceive to have been vital differences in the agricultural philosophies and emphases of their respective leaders.

This second viewpoint is widely prevalent because in all the Southern states the Demonstration Work was organized by Knapp, whereas in many of the Northern and Western states it was inaugu​rated and administered under Spillman's Office of Farm Management. The result was the growth and existence of two county agent demon​stration systems-one in the South, another in the North and West. These eventually had to be amalgamated and administered as one national unit after the passage of the Smith-Lever Act in 1914. The necessary unification has taken a good many years and caused many minor disagreements and difficulties within the Department. Even to​day the seam between the two groups is still discernible to those acquainted with the personnel of the Service. But in light of details to be offered here it will appear that there is much less ground for such an interpretation than has been generally accepted; that there was not only no significant difference between Knapp's and Spillman's analysis of farm problems, but in fact there was a remarkable identity of views and approach to the questions to be faced. Both men were uncommonly capable, both had hold of an idea of exceptional value to agriculture everywhere, and each gained from acquaintance with the other's work and-so far as the record shows-never thought of denying it. It may even be that, in the final fight against the principles adopted in the provisions of the Smith-Lever Act, the opponents of the bill, in crying down Knapp's practices, unwittingly generated much of this myth of conflict between the two men, which at least does have a natural origin in the confusions that started with Spillman's 1904-9 "demonstra​tions."

Spillman's great idea was that every farm was a more or less success​ful experiment station and that in attacking any farm problem a re​search worker should first of all go to the most successful farmers in that particular line of endeavor and become familiar with the methods and results already worked out empirically. He held that such analyses would not only reveal important facts in almost every line of agri​cultural research, but would disclose the best paying methods of management which could be communicated to other farmers in the same region.'-1 This idea had dawned on him about 1895 when, after telling a Farmers' Institute audience in Walla Walla, Washington, about a recent discovery at the Experiment Station, a farmer rose and said, "Yes, that's so; but we found that out for ourselves ten years ago." Young Spillman, unembarrassed, instantly decided that the key to the study of farm management was the study of the most successful farmers .27

In January, 1902, he began work with the Department of Agricul​ture as Agrostologist and was also placed in charge of the newly estab​lished Office of Farm Management .'11 During that year he entered into the joint arrangements previously described with Galloway, Pieters, and Knapp to Promote Agriculture in the South.

In the first article that he published under the imprint of his new employer it is interesting to note that Spillman, who had a versatile and brilliant mind, put his finger on another problem which was to perplex him for several years to come. He wrote chiefly on the question of studying the methods of management pursued on different types of farms in all the principal agricultural sections of the country, but in​cluded the warning that, "It is easily seen that the adoption in practice of the results of investigation may be a much larger problem than the investigation itself." 29 After 1904 he was given ample opportunity to find a satisfactory answer to that problem, because for four years Dr. Galloway allotted a substantial share of the boll weevil appropriations to what were termed Diversification Farms under the immediate direc​tion of Dr. Spillman. 

Twenty-four Spillman Diversification Farms were organized during 1904,31 the number was increased to thirty-two,32 and as many as ninety scattered throughout the South were proposed." The general method of organizing these farms was to seek out progressive farmers who would cooperate and whose farms were accessibly located. A de​tailed cropping system for each farm was carefully laid out to cover each crop, its tillage, seeding, cultivation, harvesting, utilization and marketing. The work in nearly all cases was planned so as to include and encourage truck farming or various types of stock farming such as hog raising, dairying, or beef production. The cropping system adopted was devised to increase soil fertility and at the same time to render the farm more profitable annually than was possible under a single crop cotton growing program.

These farms were conducted in close cooperation with the Experi​ment Station in each state. Careful records of the work on each farm were kept and copies were prepared for the use of both the state experiment station and the Bureau of Plant Industry. These were held for publication to reveal to others the results attained and the methods pursued. The same end was aimed at through a plan to hold a farmers' institute on each farm, in cooperation with the state authorities. These "excursions," as Spillman called them, were to be addressed by the supervisor in charge on various phases of the subject of the diversifica​tion of crops, and the visitors were to be shown over the farm in op​eration."

At this point it should be made clear that Spillman in addition to his Diversification Farms also was busy directing work along two other lines. One was research investigation into methods of successful farm management, not only in the South, but throughout the United States." This was performed by his Office of Farm Management. The other was the Grass and Forage Plants Investigations which he con​ducted as the Agrostologist. As usual some of Spillman's men did two, and some three, of these lines of work. And some of these lines were conducted jointly, as with Knapp in some cases, or with various state experiment stations as in others.36 Furthermore his Forage work in​cluded a large amount of the well-established Agrostological practice of helping farmers grow small areas of better grasses on their farms-​a phase of this work which was not investigationa1.37 Mention of these other pursuits of Spillman are made here so that it will be plain that what follows applies only to the Diversification Farms.

Spillman, with characteristic candor, called these farms failures​all failures. Even where they succeeded in demonstrating plainly the advantages of diversification they were failures because farmers would not copy them." Spillman's son, who asked one of his father's oldest assistants what came of all that diversification work in the South received a reply that has already been quoted in part: "I don't know that anything came of it. It's hard to change the habits of a farming population. A good many of the farmers came and saw what the demonstration farms were doing, and said, `Well, I could make a farm pay too if I had the government in back of me,' and that was as far as it went." 39

A Diversification Farm could be made to incorporate and display all the procedures one wished to see copied,40 but if it never was copied then the original dilemma was revived: getting farmers to adopt the results of investigation "may be a much larger problem than the in​vestigation itself." 41 When it was evident that Diversification-Demon​stration farms under Spillman were producing no better results than similar "model" or "government" farms had produced under Knapp in 1902-4, or under the Division of Entomology during 1902-10, they were discontinued.42

Secretary David F. Houston in an extremely thorough review of these early efforts, written for the guidance of Congress and at its direction, stated that:

Much was expected from this work, but the results were disappointing, and the work was abandoned. It was found that no matter how well con​ducted these farms failed to accomplish the purpose for which they were organized, and that the single large demonstration or object-lesson farm exerts but little influence on the methods or farm practice of the farm​ ers.43

In the South, Spillman's work came to be almost wholly investi​gational.44 In the North and West, where it began as a series of farm management investigations, Spillman's men found themselves willy​nilly, fostering more and more demonstration work. There were several reasons why paternity in this area sought them out.

Spillman, despite remarkable scientific gifts and accomplishments, remained always warmly eager to aid the "one-gallus" farmer. He told the House Committee on Agriculture, "That has always been my ambition-to help the farmer put into practice on his farm the results of scientific investigation." 45 In the South, Knapp had shown how to do this successfully and the attempts made by others were acknowl​edged failures. But Knapp's Farmers' Cooperative Demonstration Work organization more than had its hands full with the boll weevil in the Southern states. In the noninfested Southern states the General Education Board was financing the expansion of Knapp's force as fast as he felt able to handle the work satisfactorily. In the Northern and Western states as interest was aroused either in the work Knapp's men were doing only in the South, or was stimulated by similar difficulties, sooner or later one came in contact with Spillman's men who were working in their way to make farming more productive and more profitable. They were Department of Agriculture representatives. They were under the Bureau of Plant Industry-as, also, was Knapp. And in state after state they were drawn into the initial gropings which eventually launched a state-wide system of county agents-often termed the Farm Bureau movement-which used the Knapp tech​nique of demonstration.46

It was in this simple and entirely natural way that two branches of county agent demonstration work were started. In the South, where it had originated, it developed as rapidly as was practicable in charge of Knapp. In the North and West, as the lag between the scientific knowledge of agriculture and the backward state of the art as generally practiced became evident to more and more persons connected with farming they cast about for a means of bridging the gap. Ultimately they encountered Spillman's men who were able and willing to intro​duce them to the only method that experience had shown would produce results. In the South the accent fell on efforts to improve cotton culture and to break the grip of a one crop credit system. In the North, the Office of Farm Management workers, unhampered by either a dangerous pest or exclusive one crop agriculture, emphasized all ​around improvement in methods.
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